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“The Enduring Jim Crow” 
 
On a train in Texas, German prisoners eat, 
With white American soldiers, seat by seat, 
While black American soldiers sit apart, 
The white men eating meat, the black men’s heart. 
Now, with that other war a century done, 
Not the live North but the dead South has won, 
Not yet a riven nation comes awake. 
Whom are we fighting this time, for God's sake? 
Mark well the token of the separate seat. 
It is again ourselves whom we defeat. 
 
-Witter Bynner 
Group 10 – Semester Three 2015; SIB 
Toke Andreassen #55039 
Justin Möckl #56805 
Phillip Sørensen #54995 
Florian Brem #55632 
Kristoffer Andersen #55445 
Supervisor: Vitor Fernández 
Total Character Count: 149.720 
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Foreword 
 
When we first sat down in the prospective group and discussed the lay of the land, it did not take long 
for us to hone in on felon rights and the absolutely abhorrent laws of both past and present that these 
individuals have suffered under. We started out with the ambitious idea of making and sending our own 
survey in order to manufacture our very own data and thus work with something that none of us had a 
lot of experience with. While on paper this idea was solid, it turns out that not a lot of Americans prefer 
to work during the thanksgiving holiday and therefore we reached a point at which time we would have 
to choose a new direction for the project that would still enable to us to work with felons and our 
choice of theory. What comes next is the result of our endeavor, an undertaking that has provided us 
with both enjoyment and copious amount of tears, but nonetheless something we are all proud of. 
Thank you for taking the time to read the paper. We hope you find it charming and insightful. 
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Section One 
Introduction 
The Civil Rights Movement in the United States was a difficult yet defining moment in American social 
history. While other major events such as the Vietnam War and the assassinations of John F. Kennedy 
and Martin Luther King Jr. also took place, it was perhaps The Civil Rights Movement which ended up 
having the greatest impact on the lives of average Americans – and particularly, the African American 
and minority American populations the most. The Civil Rights Movement unofficially came to an end 
with the signing of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and later the Civil Rights Act of 1968, which officially 
put an end to some of the most egregious and heinous examples of racial inequality in the history of 
the United States. In the nearly one-hundred years prior to the passing of such civil rights, legislation 
already existed to help curb racial inequality to an extent that was appropriate to the era, however it 
was a lack of enforcement, a multitude of loopholes, and also what can be best described as bad 
political luck which led to racial tension and the conceptualization of what we now refer to as Jim 
Crow laws, or laws that exist to segregate and limit African Americans in society. These laws created 
an environment of “separate but equal” which identified African Americans as legally equal, but kept 
them physically separate in a multitude of areas. Ultimately, these laws were addressed and they no 
longer exist as such since the Civil Rights Movement successfully moved America passed the poisoning 
memories of slavery and the Civil War. 
     
This project was designed to take a look at modern applications of Jim Crow laws in American society. 
The main argument that Jim Crow-like laws still exist today stem from research and project work done 
that illuminated the growing problem with mass incarceration in the United States. There are many 
well-known statistics regarding the American punitive system and the war on drugs and how that has 
led to the sharp rise of incarceration rates in the United States, but it should be made clear that we 
are not intending to observe the American criminal system, mass incarceration as a topic alone, or the 
war on drugs. Instead, this project focuses directly on the laws that currently exist and their parallels 
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to the historical version of Jim Crow. What we found is that the target group within these sets of laws 
- felons, share many similarities with minority and African Americans in the one-hundred years prior 
to the passing of civil rights legislation. 
 
The main way we are illuminating on this research is by focusing on the negative consequences of the 
existence of these laws with a trio of theoretical works; General Strain Theory from Robert Agnew, 
Stigma Theory from Erving Goffman, and a mix of authors that encompass Labeling Theory. Because 
these laws cover a wide range of different social interactions we felt that a wide range of viewpoints 
and theory would help make clear some of the more difficult parts of this analysis. 
 
In the following section, the historical guide and problem area will help give context to the original Jim 
Crow laws and the modern implementation, as well as demonstrate the different social interactions 
that was previously mentioned which Jim Crow covered as a part of the larger problem area. This will 
help make sense of our hypothesis and research question and also help in clearly defining some of the 
limitations that we experienced as well. After that, we have a project design element with a literature 
review of the field of strain and incarceration. This relates to our methodological approach for 
generating, and later disseminating, our data sets. We will then present the data and offer our 
concluding remarks in regards to the project. 
Historical Guide and Political Context 
This section was originally an expansion of the problem area, but it was felt that the historical context 
was more effective as an antecedent to some of the topics that we will later discuss regarding Jim 
Crow and the problem area. Jim Crow laws erupted after the American Civil War, at the end of a 
period known historically as Reconstruction. This period was essentially a rebuilding phase of schools, 
hospitals, roads, buildings, and businesses in the South that were damaged by war. African Americans 
had a limited role in reconstruction as well – mostly in the form of black ministries and African 
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American churches. Jim Crow Laws were laws enforced by States and even cities with the goal of 
segregating African Americans. Contextually, After the Civil War ended in 1865, the 13th Amendment 
of the American Constitution officially abolished slavery in the United States and that was followed up 
with the 14th and 15th Amendments which granted all former slaves formal citizenship and equal 
protection under the laws and the right to vote (Stroud, Bettye 2007). Nevertheless States were able 
to impose certain requirements for voting like literacy tests or poll taxes among other notable things, 
which were then used to hinder former slaves from voting.  States were able to do so because of the 
Supreme Court decision in Plessy v. Ferguson which deemed African Americans equal, but with 
restrictions that became a policy known as separate but equal. This meant that while African 
Americans could vote for example, additional prerequisites or specific rules had to also be met that 
more greatly impacted poor African Americans than others. While it is minor to note, it would be 
irresponsible to not mention that these laws also did impact many poor white families and other 
minority groups as well, even when they were not the direct target of Jim Crow legislation (Stroud, 
Bettye 2007). 
 
The Reconstruction Era, from 1865 until around 1877, in which the North tried to reconstruct the 
South and enforce Federal civil rights legislation was ended by a terrorist-like campaign by the Ku Klux 
Klan, and the unwillingness of Southern born President Andrew Johnson, who succeeded Lincoln after 
his assassination, to protect former slaves (Alexander, p.41). These factors really allowed for the laws 
that discriminated blacks with the aim of segregation to be enforced and become known colloquially 
as Jim Crow Laws (Stroud, Bettye 2007).  
 
The etymology of the term “Jim Crow” comes from a vaudevillian actor with a minstrel background 
named Thomas D. Rice who invented the Jim Crow character as a caricature of the typical African 
American slave. Originally, before Jim Crow was personified as such, there is evidence to suggest that 
the true origins may be African to an extent, as African folk stories involving trickster-type of 
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characters similar in style to Rice’s adaptation. Furthermore, the jumping and high energy style dance 
was reminiscent of African American style dances invented in the previous centuries by slaves who 
were not allowed to exhibit their traditional African dances (Chafe 2010). As many African musical 
instruments and dances were also banned or restricted, the rise in such practices as clapping hands 
and stomping feet became well known among slaves through observable practices such as a ring 
shout (Group style dance in a circle) or other more westernized styles that Christian slave masters 
allowed. The invention of African American slave style dancing and singing inspired the Jim Crow 
character greatly. He depicted himself as an African American by wearing blackface and used high 
energy and singing to amuse a white audience in the three decades preceding the Civil War. The 
comic style was quite popular and Rice was able to take his character international with radical 
success in the London and parts of Canada as well. In the later years before the Civil War the 
depictions changed from a stereotypical almost child-like character to a more racially charged 
character that was depicted as lazy and intellectually inferior (Chafe 2010). 
 
"Come, listen all you gals and boys, Ise just from Tuckyhoe, 
I'm goin, to sing a little song, My name's Jim Crow. 
Weel about and turn about and do jis (just) so, 
Eb'ry (every) time I weel about I jump Jim Crow.” 
Lyrics from Jump Jim Crow (1928) 
 
The success of the Jim Crow character allowed society simply another way to address African 
Americans. The character became so popular that some slaves intentionally played into some of the 
stronger Jim Crow stereotypes with their white masters to avoid work or as an excuse for when a 
mistake was made. Blackface depictions definitely took place prior to Rice, and it is clear that the 
origins of some of the ideas and mannerisms of the Jim Crow character originated with African 
American culture in the New World. There are many passing references to Jim Crow in popular culture 
still today in such well-known melodies as Jimmy Crack Corn and others (Chafe 2010). 
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Another important aspect in the creation of Jim Crow laws comes from what was known earlier in 
American history as Black Codes. Black Codes were essentially the official rules of what it meant to be 
a slave in the Americas (Wilson 1965). These codes basically allowed or disallowed many things over 
an enormous range from what food slaves were allotted to whether or not they could testify in court 
against their masters. The connection between Black Codes and Jim Crow claws began also during the 
Reconstruction period. Due to the labor shortage that emancipation brought, Black Codes were 
repackaged for indentured servants and sharecroppers. Sharecropping was a system of serfdom that 
former slave masters implemented on their property (Wilson 1965). In exchange for working a plot of 
land, a former slave could grow his own crops and sell them as his own after paying a tribute to the 
landlord. This system was of course radically unfair to sharecroppers as the tribute system was too 
cumbersome  and came with many caveats that required sharecroppers to buy their tools, clothes, 
and provisions from their landlord on a credit system for prices much higher than what was available 
retail. Hardly any slaves had assets after emancipation to buy tools or provide for their families, and 
so sharecropping was seen as a method for one to begin a new life. However, the credit system went 
unregulated and unchecked. The contracts that sharecroppers signed were often unfair and due to 
the illiteracy rate of former slaves, most were oblivious to what they agreed to. This forced them into 
debt slavery which was still legal and essentially shadowed slavery. This was further reinforced by 
vagrancy laws that restricted the interstate movement of poor people. Vagrancy laws mostly targeted 
those who lived in communities but had no work or permanent living. These laws were harsh and 
being convicted of vagrancy meant that one had to serve a prison sentence if they could not pay the 
fine associated with vagrancy (Wilson 1965). This simply gave another avenue for taking advantage of 
former slaves as a source of labor as free blacks were forced into sharecropping or risk being charged 
for vagrancy. Vagrancy was further damaging to African Americans due to convict-leasing. The rise in 
prison populations because of vagrancy laws allowed for State prisons to lease out their prisoners to 
businesses experiencing a labor shortage. Naturally, the prisoners were not paid and the conditions 
were simply unpleasant and brought back an experience that mimicked slavery as well. 
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The range of Jim Crow in this period is quite large. Beyond what is already mentioned there were 
many other examples of how former slave masters and industries took advantage of free blacks that 
we simply cannot cover entirely. What we hope this historical context implies is that free blacks 
transitioned from one form of social control, slavery, to a whole new one in the Jim Crow era, and the 
conditions between the two are more closely related than they are different. 
     
Problem Area: 
We previously mentioned some well-known statistics regarding the United States and incarceration. Currently, 
the United States has almost 5% of the world’s population, but incredibly holds around 25% of the world’s 
prisoners’ population  (Alexander 2010).  This a statistic often cited when talking about the justice system in 
the U.S, along with the data that shows the vast increase in the amount of incarcerated individuals since 1980 
(See Graph 1.0 below).  
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There are many supposed factors that claim to address this sharp rise in incarceration, ranging from the 
increase in prison privatization, the war on drugs, and the increased toughness in sentencing from judges and 
other court proceedings. The reasoning behind this increase is a topic that we don’t feel is entirely relevant to 
our project as we aren’t examining the judicial measures so much, but because it plays similarly to the 
historical context we already described we wanted to make mention of this vast increase. There is certainly 
something suspicious about the increase of incarceration rates in the United States and the demographic of 
those who are mostly incarcerated which we will explore shortly.While although the prison numbers have 
declined recently, there were still 2.2 million people in the United States incarcerated in 2013 (See Appendix 1). 
From 1980 to 2011 the prison population in the United States of America increased in such a drastic and varied 
number of ways (See Chart 1) that researchers such as Michelle Alexander and Loïc Wacquant have used the 
American system as a model for mass incarceration or hyperincarceration and were some of the first to bring 
the problem of Male African American populace in prisons and probations to light showing the racial disparity 
that exists and is highlighted in the following graph: 
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However, what is most interesting to us is the treatment of formerly incarcerated persons in the United States 
who were convicted of a felony crime. As we learned in our initial research, there are some specific laws that 
felons have to adhere to that other members of society do not. It is these set of laws and rules which we will 
suggest have parallels to the Jim Crow laws of old. What we hope to illuminate on is that these laws that are 
implemented currently are quite similar to Jim Crow and through our theoretical conceptualization we want to 
suggest that the existence of these laws may promote further negative behaviors and act as hindrances to 
those affected by them. The range of these laws is also quite expansive and very difficult to create a totally 
comprehensive analysis of every instance of law, so we limited ourselves to law types and which aspect of 
social life they are related to the most. This is further explained in our methodological section, but the law 
range we chose to examine will include laws that have direct impact on positively valued stimuli such as 
marriage and family relationships, disenfranchisement, education and work opportunities, lifestyle and health, 
and other matters in the area of civil rights. 
 
    These parallels we believe will help show that regardless of the intentions of felony laws, which we are not 
examining, that they create an environment where a felon is more likely to perform socially undesirable actions 
such as recidivism, violent or desperate actions, and overall have a weaker outlook than their non-felon 
counterparts. Below is a graph that we generated using data from a 2006 US Department of Justice report (See 
Appendix 2) that takes the combined cases of 58,000 individuals and measures their results in a multitude of 
felony offenses. 68% of the defendants in these cases received some form of punishment, but also were found 
guilty of a felony offense, which made them a part of the target group for felony associated legislation. In the 
same report, the statistics showed that of the 58,000 people who went on trial for a felony offense, 64% had 
been previously charged with a felony crime already (See Appendix 2) 
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We do feel these statistics are somewhat damning of the judicial system in the United States. It is a 
major motivator in part to the exploration of this project for us as we see that a large portion of the 
felony community are repeat offenders, and that a majority of these offenders are African American 
and minority males who make up a respectable amount of the total newly incarcerated Americans 
since 1980. This is just simple secondary data, and we are using it in this sense as observational and 
connective to our later work within the law groupings. 
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Hypothesis:  
In examining how there are parallels between old Jim Crow laws and modern felon laws, we believe 
there is sufficient enough data and early research to formulate a hypothesis that accounts for the 
research goal. We started by accepting that Jim Crow laws were forms of institutional racism and that 
the laws acted as a form of social control for African Americans while simultaneously reinforcing the 
stigma that became associated with African Americans due to popular culture like Jumpin’ Jim Crow 
and military reports that African Americans were biologically inferior. Taking our point of departure 
from there, we looked for the parallels that some modern laws may have that are influenced by Jim 
Crow, or share similarities in target group and found that the literature supported the idea of felons 
inheriting new forms of Jim Crow. 
 
With that in mind, we are able to to look at a variety of questions to expand on the gap of knowledge 
in whether strain theory completely addresses the idea of social deviance. While much of GST 
supports that idea, we do feel that additional strain that goes beyond GST exists in the felon target 
group at a level not dissimilar to Jim Crow laws. 
 
How do the new Jim Crow laws attribute to the idea of social deviance and to which extent do felons 
experience additional levels of strain within GST? 
 
We felt that the wording to our question should encompass two main areas; the idea of parallels 
between Jim Crow and felons and the additional levels of strain that we assert come in the form of 
both Labeling Theory and Stigma Theory. This way we feel that we are accomplishing two major goals 
that support one another while providing awareness and depth to perhaps a great modern problem in 
that there is a level of social control that goes deeper than an ineffective penal system. We 
mentioned previously that we cannot measure the additional levels of strain, it is something outside 
our boundaries of research within this project design. What we have done instead is simply suggest 
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that the presence of GST and non-GST strain values all attribute to negative stimuli. Whether that 
stimuli is minor or major is outside the realm of what we are attempting to accomplish.  
 
We wish to use this information as a springboard for future work where one could properly measure 
those strains or give a value to strain that more adequately applies to felons in The United States. 
Other questions we want to explore in this project go deeper into the factors of race and poverty and 
the creation of new caste systems, but they don’t function as working questions or supportive 
questions within this project, since we are simply taking note of the appearance of strain and not 
ourselves measuring it as such. 
 
Philosophy of Social Science 
When we originally started this project one of our clear goals was to produce and use a self-created 
survey in order to apply General Strain Theory, Stigma Theory and Labelling Theory to the answers 
and in turn understand to what a degree felons in the U.S felt Strain. We wanted to analyze and 
understand and assign values to the individual strains in order to find out how the felons themselves 
felt they were treated and to what extent they were aware of their own strain. We have had to realize 
though, that we would not be able to get the answers in time and therefore we were forced to turn 
our focus upon the laws themselves. What this means is that we have had to go with a theoretical 
understanding of our research area as we would not be able to get the appropriate data in time. 
We examine instead, the consequences that specific laws can have on a specific target group from 
theoretical point of view using General Strain Theory (Agnew, 1992). To this we add both Stigma 
Theory (Goffman, 1963) and Labeling Theory (Durkheim, Tannenbaum & Lemert). Research about 
how these deliberations occur or have an impact on the felons in practice is something that still has to 
be done, but is not the aim of our research. 
We do not claim to know the truth, but instead want to point attention to the fact that there seems 
to be an apparent causal link between the different types of strain, and the recidivism we see in 
felons today, which is further added to through the aspects of stigma and labeling.  
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When having to choose an actual philosophy of science we had to keep in mind that one of our goals 
was to analyze a set of old laws and the modern equivalent of said laws, and how these laws in 
combination with aforementioned theories could be causes of strain. Because of this, the most 
straightforward line of query would be Transcendental Realism, or Critical Realism. (Bhaskar et al. 
1998) 
We are looking at how these laws interact with the felons, in order to create our perceived strain. We 
are of course aware that we as critical realists can in no way claim to know the full truth as that would 
go against the fallibility of knowledge as proposed by Andrew Sayer , in which a researcher can miss 
things because knowledge exists whether or not the individual knows. (Sayer, 2000) 
We also believe that out of the two knowledge categories proposed by Sayer, Intransitive and 
Transitive knowledge, ours would fall in the latter, transitive, category, as our research delves into 
areas depending on humans and human interactions. (Sayer, 2000) 
 
Section Two 
Literature Review 
In this chapter the paper will explain some of the choices made in terms of literature chosen to 
further the research in assistance with the theories later explained. 
The development of the dramatic rise of incarcerated people in the U.S. has been studied by several 
researchers, like Loïc Wacquant or Michelle Alexander, which all see connection to race and scholars 
like Alexander even speak about a New Jim Crow, imposed by the massive incarceration especially of 
black people starting with the declaration of the War on Drugs by Ronald Reagan and the get tough 
on criminals policies of especially Bill Clinton in the 1990’s (Alexander 2010). The massive 
disenfranchisement as a consequence of that and the cultural connection of African American’s with 
criminality, through images in the media and stereotypes like the thug, the gangbanger, due to the 
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establishment of crack cocaine in the late 1980’s, or the welfare queen, indicates for Alexander a new 
institution of discriminating blacks and even creating “America’s new undercaste” (Alexander 2010, p. 
22). Although she is not the first one who connects the new drug laws and  police practices to a New 
Jim Crow (see Glaser 1999) her book was probably the one with the most impact on the discussion. 
With her book having spent months on the New York Bestseller list, her Facebook page having 
125,133 likes, her speeches on youtube around 165,000 views and the adoption of her slogan by 
activists when demonstrating against the justice system, show her massive influence on the 
discussion  (Kilgore 2014) or as Kilgore puts it, “as policy-makers are fond of saying, her work has 
‘changed the conversation’ on mass incarceration and race in the US” (Kilgore 2014, p. 284). 
 
In her book she shows just how after the abolishment of Slavery there were the Jim Crow Laws, today 
there are New Jim Crow Laws aiming to secure the white supremacy and keeping African American 
people down, without being explicitly racist. “Proponents of racial hierarchy found they could install a 
new racial caste system without violating the law or the new limits of acceptable political discourse, 
by demanding ‘law and order’ rather than ‘segregation forever’” (Alexander 2010). 
 
These are laws that take away civil rights if you commit a felony, like losing the right to vote and jury 
service, discrimination in finding a job, housing and public benefits (Alexander 2010). In a republican 
democracy like the U.S.A it is interesting and somehow surprising how a specific group is 
systematically banned from expressing their political opinion through a basic right, voting. Looking at 
the statistics of Incarceration it is clear that there is a bias towards incarcerating African Americans 
and other minorities, which can be traced down to a racial bias in the justice system of the 
U.S..  Although there is not an open racial system in its formulation and perception in the mainstream 
thinking, like the old Jim Crow Laws, there is nevertheless in its consequences (Alexander 2010). Since 
most of the incarcerated people are blacks or hispanic, the minorities are suffering from these laws in 
particular. Most of the studies are concentrated on black males, which suffer proportionally the 
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most.  This project will add and depart from another starting point, than for example Michelle 
Alexander, by using General Strain Theory accompanied with Label and Stigma Theory, we try to get 
the point of view of the individuals, which are facing this system. After presenting the theories we will 
examine some of the New Jim Crow Laws and show how they relate to the old Jim Crow and their 
contribution of creating strain, through labeling and/or through stigma. 
 
The two main theories we have been using are: 
 
General strain theory: by Agnew. this theory deals with trying to figure out what causes individuals to 
act like they do, by trying to identify the various goals that individuals may have, and then analyse the 
importance of these goals and how important it is for the individual to accomplish said goals to 
achieve happiness. It also tries to explain what happens when the individuals fail to achieve their 
goals and how this stress influences their lives and decision making. the type of stress the individual's 
experience can generally be categorised into three different types 
-     The inability to achieve positively valued goals 
-     The removal/ the threat to remove positively valued stimuli     
-     To present a threat to one with negatively valued stimuli 
                    (Agnew 1992) 
these 3 different categories tries to explain why individuals feel stress due to these different factors 
and how it influences their decision making. 
The reason why we used general strain theory is to help provide an idea of how felons can perceive 
different levels of strain, and what may cause these different levels of strain, as we try to figure out 
what kind of strain these modern Jim Crow laws can cause the recipients.  
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Labeling: Labeling theory tries to explain the use of labels in society and how it can be used on an 
institutional level to try and ascertain a certain form of social control, where you label deviants, the 
labeled deviants can then be removed depending on their deviance. In labeling theory you deal with 
two types of deviance, you have the primary deviance and the secondary deviance. the main 
difference between the two types of deviance seems to comes down to the difference in intent, as 
the primary one will mainly know that they are breaking the societal norms and make excuses for this 
fact, this could be crossing an empty road even if the light is red. compare this to secondary deviance, 
where the person knows what he is doing is wrong and fully accepts it as he continues to perform 
deviance. 
 
The reason we have used labeling theory for the project was to help give a perspective from the 
institutions on why these laws might be in place, and to try and determine what the institutionalised 
disenfranchisement laws does to the felons, that is why we try to use a combination of Labeling and 
strain theory as the main theoretical parts of the project to help research these things. To help the 
rounding out of these two theories we are using Stigma theory: 
 
Stigma: Stigma theory consist of the idea that people that differ from the societal norm can become 
scrutinised by their surroundings due to their differences, stigma theory would usually be divided into 
3 main categories of stigma. people will usually try to avoid informing people of their stigma, as it is 
usually something that shames the stigmatised person. this means that people suffering from 
different sorts of stigma may try various ways to hide their stigma. to keep their personal identity 
safe. the 3 types of stigma are; External deformations, Personal traits, and tribal stigma. 
 
 The New Jim Crow 
19/74 
 
The external deformations has to do with people having external physical trait that makes them 
“different” compared to the norm, this could be through various handicaps, something that would 
identify the person as being different from the rest. 
the personal traits relates to people with different personal traits that cause them to be different 
from others in society, this could be things like Alcoholism, suicide attempts, or other acts that would 
lower your position in the eyes of society. this also includes felons. 
Tribal stigma is the last type of stigma and deals with stigma based on skin color, nationality or 
religion.  
 
The reason we used stigma theory to help support the other two theories is to help back up the 
information on how felons react to different forms of stigma, and how this interferes with their 
personal life, it also tries to examine what people will try to do in different situations to avoid the 
shame of their stigma. thereby giving us increased information in regards to felon interactions. 
 
For the different information we use throughout the project, we use a variety of information, from a 
lot of different sources, including but not limited to prisoner statistics from the department of justice. 
Historical research in regards to the old jim crow laws. and a look at what research has investigated 
throughout the last 100 years or so, in regards to different racially motivated agendas and how they 
have have changed throughout the years, including a look at how black soldiers were treated during 
world war two. other things we use include but is not limited to, two websites used to show how little 
privacy felons have these days with the information made public about them. 
Theoretical Framework 
This chapter of the paper will explain the theories used to aid and further the research required to 
answer the research question, as well as working questions, that sprung from our initial hypothesis. 
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General Strain Theory 
General Strain Theory was developed by Robert Agnew from Strain Theory first authored by Robert 
Merton to examine how societal structures related to social deviance. Merton proposed that in a 
given society there are socially accepted goals for individuals as well as non-socially accepted goals. 
Individuals in society have a wide range of goals, and the means they use to get to those goals vary as 
well. Strain Theory says that individuals in society may attempt to achieve accepted goals, invent their 
own goals, accept lesser more achievable goals, or not attempt to achieve goals at all. The means for 
attempting those goals are also varied but act in the same way (Merton 1957). Strain Theory 
continues by saying that the sources of strain are either structural or simply individual. Structural 
strain is culturally and socially tied to the influences that essentially make up one's society and 
whether or not a person would view their space as adequate for success (Merton 1957). While 
conversely, individual strain can be sourced by personal grief and the need to satisfy their goals and 
desires weighed on again by what society views to be culturally acceptable. 
 
This approach focuses on behavior and is an explanatory tool for how a person may deviate from 
social norms when considering why acts of crime and violence are committed. This idea is predicated 
mostly on the means – or how a person tries to accomplish a goal. There are criticisms of this 
approach although it is widely accepted as one of the premier explanatory tools for criminal deviance. 
Albert Cohen among others, for example, took their departure from the idea of subcultures and 
environment for explaining deviance suggesting that criminal activity cannot be seen as deviance 
from social norms alone when a subculture exists in which criminal activity is in fact the social norm. 
This simply transplants some of the categories that Merton classified in Strain Theory. The reason why 
Merton and thusly Agnew were selected as the theoretical framework for this research is because 
both attempt to source or attribute strain, suggesting that society or structures do not entirely 
address the individual desires of everyone and that institutions play a very large and active role in 
determining if deviance occurs. As we are looking at laws and legislation in the United States, an 
institutional perspective naturally makes a lot of sense. Another reasoning is that Strain Theory does 
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not examine the particulars of the judicial system or pass any judgments on system types, letting it 
remain neutral when we talk specifically about the American legislative history and modern 
implementation of Jim Crow laws. 
Merton's theory can also be seen as an individual's struggle between weighing success and virtue, as 
often success in general is a qualifying marker more so than the means to get there. 
 
(Merton 1957) 
In the typology, individuals in society may act in five ways; Conform, Innovate, Ritual, Retreat, or 
Rebellion. Innovators in society find new means to achieve socially acceptable goals (this includes 
criminals), conformists accept both societies goals and the means to achieving those goals, ritualists 
accept the means of society but not the goals, and retreatists reject society's goals and the means to 
get there by living in a way separate from society. The pariah of the group is the Rebellion typology. 
Here individuals invent both new means and no goals that differ from the society that they live in. 
This is the easiest way of understanding how individuals in a given society may resort to deviance 
both in their actions and their goals (Merton 1957).  
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In our original research we found that our target group, felons, could exist in any of these typologies. 
Simply put, not all crimes can be seen as a means for accomplishing a socially acceptable goal and 
there are lots of reasons why a person commits a crime that have nothing to do with personal goals. 
This is why we felt that General Strain Theory worked better for our thinking process within the 
project. 
 
    General Strain Theory differs from Merton's theory by focusing on negative stimuli brought on by 
personal experiences and perceptions and not so much on the economic motivators in gauging 
success. In GST, there is a nod to the idea that strain is experienced differently by different groups and 
indeed GST classifies strains by social groupings such as gender and age. This allows for sharper 
generalizations in that the theory can be applied to certain groups that have their own set of rules in 
mind. Agnew did this with juvenile delinquency and many other researchers in the field applied GST 
to a number of different and specific groups. The “general” part of GST is that every group exhibits at 
least these general strain categories: 
 
-     The inability to achieve positively valued goals 
-     The removal/ the threat to remove positively valued stimuli     
-     To present a threat to one with negatively valued stimuli 
                    (Agnew 1992) 
 
These three strain source categories all predicate that personal perceptions enforced by negative 
stimuli or the threat of negative stimuli is the driving factor of strain. This does not judge society as 
Merton's theory does by asking whether a society is effectively curbing unnecessary strain, but rather 
explore how strain is perceived and how that perception ultimately varies across groups. For us, this is 
an exciting and most logical avenue as we attempt to explore what causes negative deviance within 
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felons in society. It should be noted that we are not theory testing GST with our felon grouping, but 
exploring some of the aspects that GST may not entirely explain when trying to resolve our problem 
area and research question. This is why we use Stigma and labeling theory as a sort of liaison for our 
specific grouping. The three groupings in GST may explain how felons perceive strain, but does not 
source some the strain associated simply with the felony status (Agnew 1992). 
 
We believe this can be seen in the state of an individual before they commit a felony crime and 
afterwards. We happily accept GST as a theoretical framework for why a person commits an initial 
crime. However, after that first crime is committed and a person is reintroduced to society, do those 
strain elements remain the same? We believe that the introduction of the felony label presents a 
deeper and more complex level of strain than what the three basic categories do, and the way we 
want to suggest the possibility of that is by examining whether or not we can find evidence that felons 
experience or perceive strain at a higher degree after they serve a sentence in prison than before. 
 
The easiest measure of this for us was to simply ask people with a felony record what they attribute 
as the greatest sources of strain and stress in their lives while categorically including new strain values 
that take direct consideration on being a felon. Our initial plan was to construct a questionnaire that 
mixed questions that each contained a different strain value of GST and mixing it with questions that 
pertained only to labeling and stigma theory to allow felons to source their strain independently. In 
our delimitations section we explain how this approach ended up not coming to fruition, but we still 
feel this may be an interesting way in eventually learning about felon strain. Instead, we decided to 
use GST and the accompanying theories to categorize the laws that are particular to those with the 
felon label. As GST focuses on negative stimuli, we wanted to focus on the laws that offered a 
potential for negative stimuli in the eyes of those with a felony history. What we found is that 
examples of GST strain value and additional felon strain all were present in laws that applied to felons 
(Agnew 1992). 
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In the example of disenfranchisement laws, we can demonstrate why being a felon presents 
additional strain outside that of an average person using our theoretical position. The inability to vote 
may not have a net impact on individual strain if the person in question did not or does not actively 
participate in the elective process. In such a case, no additional strain comes from being a felon at all 
because it's simply something they do not participate in.  
 
However, if a person’s ability to vote is blocked because of their status as a felon then not only can 
they not vote but their strain source transitions to their status and not their perception alone. This 
means, regardless of how a felon perceives their strain, they are always under conditions that 
promote strain since the strain sources are static and exist in the form of legal structure. All three 
levels of strain constantly impact the lives felons with this in mind, and creates a total environment 
based upon their existence as a felon. This is both the presentation of a new group and a new way of 
looking at general strain theory within a specific group. This is simply suggesting that some groups, 
like felons, under certain circumstances within GST - can experience compounded or new levels of 
strain after an initial criminal deviance that makes them a felon. 
 
This is not completely confounded, as punishment for criminal activity is generally expected. 
However, as we mention in our problem area, the concept of perpetual strain and being labeled a 
felon has statistical support in the form of repeat offenses among felons. This means, we feel there 
are avenues to explore within the totality of the theories and the relationship to the felon grouping as 
we attempt to prove that being labeled a felon is a secondary source of strain next to GST groupings. 
 
In regards to felons and felon laws in the United States there is also a lot of variation at the State 
level. Some states offer a more comprehensive felony law system while other states such as California 
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have a more progressive system. All States accept the minimum Federal mandates, and so while there 
is a variation among States, the Federal Laws apply to everyone. To assure cherry picking State Laws 
did not occur, we instead looked at which positively valued stimuli aspects the laws negatively 
impacted and categorized them according to the conditions in GST strain such as laws that impacted 
family, work, education, civil rights, and so forth. Under the circumstances where we found that a 
modern law negatively impacted a felon under the same way a Jim Crow law impacted African 
Americans we drew parallels to see if a comparison was applicable. This is further illustrated with 
both Stigma and Labeling Theory which explore the physical and legal status of being a felon along 
with the social stigma as well. 
 
We do realize that the felony label can be perceived in GST as “the inability to achieve positively 
valued stimuli” since generally, these laws restrict positively valued stimuli through prohibitive 
measures. That is why stigma and labeling theory are so important. Together, they fine-tune the 
definition of the felon label by expressing that the strain values we are examining are not sourced 
from GST strain values, but the strain associated with the label. In this way we are admitting that we 
are not entirely sure what all the sources of strain may be, but are at least able to suggest that the 
felon label presents a new source of strain similar to the conditions suffered under Jim Crow laws. In a 
similar study that examined the behavior over 700 Korean youth, the authors Byongook Moon, David 
Blurton, and John D. McCluskey concluded that the values of strain in GST are dated even though they 
provide a basis for strain. They further concluded that additional levels of strain existed that GST did 
not entirely indicate. This is the type of research we intend to do within our target group in hopes that 
we will also find additional strain values (Moon, Blurton and McCluskey 2007). 
We hope that our intention for the use of GST is clear. It’s a wildly important aspect of our project. 
The key points that we hope are fully addressed: 
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 General Strain Theory is our explanatory framework for why people commit felony crimes, but 
the conditions later change with the introduction of the felony label. 
 Instead of focusing on the negative perceptions of felons to determine strain factors we are 
analyzing how felony laws and Jim Crow laws draw parallels and which social aspect the laws 
provide negative stimuli towards. 
 Want to use the idea of the felony label to suggest that there may be sources of strain outside 
the confines of GST alone when it is used on specific groups. 
 We are not theory testing GST, but instead trying to build upon a gap of knowledge in whether 
our felon grouping experiences a different level of strain. 
 
 
Labeling theory 
Outline 
The theory of labeling originates from Durkheim’s book ‘Suicide’. Durkheim suggested in this book 
that while we put up and enforce laws against criminal behavior crimes are not so much a law being 
broken rather than they are actions that cause outrage in societies. Durkheim suggested that labeling 
those who performed criminal acts was a way to satisfy a societal need to control deviant behavior as 
well as satisfying the deviant function. 
Taking a point of departure from Durkheim’s idea labeling theory is based on deviations within 
societal norms, but the theory suggests that a deviant act is not such simply because it is – it is 
deviant because we perceive it as such. In other words it is our reaction to events and actions that 
cause them to be deviant. However not all deviance is as bad as the word make it out to be. Labeling 
theory works with two different strands of deviance; primary- and secondary deviance. Secondary 
deviance was a term put forth by Edwin Lemert who found that the original theory – including only 
primary deviance,  back then only referred to as deviance – lacked something. Primary deviance 
involves a person engaging in a singular deviant action – not necessarily a great act of deviance but 
any such actions. This is relatively common within societal spectra to – once in a while – break societal 
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norms. Deviance of a smaller scale may differ greatly from area to area as low-level norms will change 
greatly with borders – for example it is not common to see chaotic – sometimes perhaps even illegal – 
driving habits in everyday traffic in Latin countries such as Italy and Spain than it might be in certain 
Northern European countries. However, deviances on an increasingly larger scale differ less and less 
on an inter-state level – actions such as shoplifting and driving across a red light for example. 
However such things are – while they are still deviant behavior – commonly accepted as a given. It is 
in some places expected that people will shoplift more or drive across red lights more often and as 
such people react to it. This is where secondary deviance enters the picture. While primary deviance 
is a single action secondary deviance is both the act of implementing a deviant behavior into a 
person’s understanding of themselves as well as the surrounding society’s reaction to this. While 
primary deviance is when a person performs acts of deviance they are not necessarily linked to this 
person’s personality, they are stand-alone acts so to speak. It could be that a person decides to drive 
across a red-light simply because there are no other people waiting at the signal and it is in the middle 
of the night – it is ordinary for people who only reach the stage of primary deviance to justify their 
actions in such ways. The moment the deviance is repetitive and thought through more carefully it 
becomes secondary deviance as it is no longer considered deviant by the deviator. Secondary 
deviance comes into play when a person actively doesn’t seek to deviate but acts in deviation despite 
this. 
It is suggested within labeling theory that once the label is established via institutional means it 
doesn’t always matter if it is true or not – people will act accordingly. As with the case of crossing a 
red light it will not matter, in the end, if people are normally deviant. Once they, even if it is 
subconsciously, identify themselves with this type of behavior deviance will come more easily. In this 
case it might be argued that there’s a difference between high-scale deviance and low-scale deviance, 
however while the theory confirms that it also suggests that deviant behavior will show itself in 
further deviance. Put into different terms labelling and deviance are self-sustaining subjects in terms 
of peoples’ behavior. 
Durkheim’s initial research: 
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As mentioned in the outline above Durkheim was the first to suggest that acting in deviance towards 
societal norms and the labelling of actions and actors was a way to satisfy both the deviator as well as 
the non-deviant social sphere. This idea works both towards low-level deviance such as acting out as a 
teenager and high-level deviance such as acts of criminal nature however Durkheim also wrote that 
criminal acts, while outlawed, would be equally criminal on a social level even without legislation but 
legislation on the subjects adds an institutional outlawing as well. 
Durkheim’s book Suicide (1897) was a case study on suicidal behavior and the different patterns 
within such behavior. Durkheim defines suicide as “all cases of death resulting directly or indirectly 
from a positive or negative act of the victim himself, which he knows will produce this result.” 
(Durkheim, 1897) In the book Durkheim speaks of four different subtypes within suicide that speaks 
towards the reasoning behind the fatal decision. 
The first is egoistic suicide which stems from weakened bonds and ties with a person’s surrounding 
community and the people.  Durkheim argues that the lack of a clear role in your community and 
society in general as well as a sense of belonging to anything in particular can make a person feel a 
sense of meaninglessness, apathy and depression. (Durkheim, 1987) In his research Durkheim 
explains that this type of suicide is a result of “excessive individuation”, as such that the individual 
detaches themselves increasingly from their community. Typical ways for people to feel pushed 
towards this reasoning behind their suicidal thoughts is that people are excluded from social activities 
within what they would consider to be their usual sources of social stimuli and as such feel a 
detachment from parts of themselves such as their values, traditions and norms. (Durkheim, 1897) 
The second type of suicide in Durkheim’s research is referred to as altruistic suicide. This might be 
viewed as the exact opposite of the subtype described above as it is the result of an integration level 
so high that the individual feels overwhelmed by the group’s beliefs and practices. Durkheim however 
goes on to explain that in his studies altruistic societies have low cases of suicide unless it is an act 
that will benefit the group – he mentions soldiers in active military duty as a prime example. 
(Durkheim, 1897) 
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The third subtype in Durkheim’s research is referred to as anomic suicide. Anomic suicide reflects a 
lacking social direction as well as the individual being morally confused and is often related to intense 
economic and social turmoil. While it may seem as if this could only be caused by a massive loss of 
personal wealth it can also occur from the exact opposite, a massive gain of wealth both monetary 
and social. Social and economic changes on such a grand scale can cause a person to become 
confused with who they are as – in the case of great gains – their past limitations do not affect them 
as much or at all and as such the person will be confused with their new role in their social sphere. It 
is the same with great loss however then it is simply limitations being greatly sharpened as they find 
themselves without the same resources as in the past. (Durkheim, 1897) 
The fourth and final subtype that Durkheim refers to is fatalistic suicide. This particular subtype is 
theorized to happen when an individual continuously receives excessive regulation from institutional 
bases. Durkheim suggests that this particular subtype would be most present in extremely oppressive 
societies, dictatorships and the likes, where personal gain is not valued and is sometimes even 
systematically removed or prohibited. Durkheim goes on to explain how this particular type of suicide 
would be more present in prisons or societies with heavy amounts of incarceration – and potential 
consequences thereof – due to the limitations impacted upon the individual may cause them to take 
their life rather than live in a society that so wishes them to be demoralized. (Durkheim, 1897) 
Our take on the research: 
While we will of course consider the whole of the research on labeling theory it is also important for 
us to be aware of what will be most useful for us in our subject. The whole of Durkheim’s research will 
of course be relevant to our study as we study strain and the possible outcomes – potentially 
repeated criminal offenses. While the original study took its starting point in statistics regarding the 
suicide rates between Catholics and Protestants and the differences we feel that the theory could still 
be quite relevant towards our research for a number of reasons.  The way the book Suicide will work 
very well with our research is that it provides further framework towards our original standpoint that 
people who experience a great amount of strain will not always act rationally as according to their 
peers. Specifically suicide subtypes one and four will be particularly interesting for us as they are the 
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ones that most effectively align with what we will attempt to show a tendency of, that felons are 
institutionally excluded from communities and society in general through a variety of different 
restrictions. 
Frank Tannenbaum: 
To many social scientists Frank Tannenbaum is considered to be the grandfather of labeling theory. In 
1938 he wrote the book Crime and Community, in which he describes social interaction between 
criminals and involved in criminal acts, is believed to be an essential foundation of modern 
criminology. While it is thought that most criminals differ very little or not at all from others in their 
original idea to commit a crime Tannenbaum argues that social interaction accounts for the 
continuance of this deviant behavior which sparks great interest in many sociologists. (Tannenbaum, 
1938) 
The first idea introduced by Tannenbaum was that of ‘tagging’. While he performed his studies with 
criminal youth Tannenbaum found that being negatively tagged or labeled often resulted in further 
involvement in such negative behavior as crime. This behavior stems from a social reality that these 
tags and labels may cause a person to adopt them as part of their self-awareness and identity. The 
foundation of Tannenbaum’s argument is that however much attention is placed on the label rather 
than the individual an individual is more likely to accept it and identify themselves with it. 
(Tannenbaum, 1938) 
Our take on the research: 
As it was with Durkheim’s theories in the book Suicide the ideas of Tannenbaum align very well with 
what we’ve been seeking to shed light upon. The most impressive addition made from this particular 
section is quite possibly the final sentence regarding Tannenbaum’s argument in regards to how 
greater attention to a particular label will be attributed with a greater chance of personal 
identification with the labeling itself. Part of what we wanted to explore with the aid of labeling 
theory is also the social interaction inside a prison to establish whether or not social status within a 
prison might matter to how well a person re-integrates into society. 
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Edwin Lemert, Primary and Secondary Deviance: 
As stated in the outline section of this chapter there are many things to understand when engaging 
with Primary and Secondary Deviance. Align what is mentioned above it does not always constitute a 
deviant behavior to engage in singular deviant acts rather that is a ‘normal’ occurrence in everyone’s 
lives. Primary deviance is singular acts performed by individuals each and every day and they remain 
as such until they are a repeated in a systematic and calculated manner. At such a point they are 
adopted into a person’s conscious and subconscious mind and they become a part of the person’s 
understanding of themselves even if it is something that they do not share with other people. This 
particular theoretical approach does not distinguish greatly between levels of deviance however it 
does establish that minor deviances are different to some degree – most specifically it is stated that 
minor deviances change on a state level as well as a cultural level. (Cullen and Wilcox, 2010) 
Lemert’s theory draw much from G. H. Mead’s perspectives on social interaction for which credit is 
usually given to Frank Tannenbaum as described in the section above. Mead’s understandings dealt 
primarily with how an individual defines themselves through reactions received from their 
community. This understanding later turned to symbolic interactionism. Through the interaction 
between the individual and their community the individual learns and adapts to the social structures 
and rules that this particular society has developed and ascertains how to behave within the setting in 
order for them to successfully integrate into the community. After this individuals are able to explain 
and teach the norms to new ‘applicants’ for the society. (Cullen and Wilcox, 2010) 
If we delve further into the process of deviance we will come to understand that a violation of a social 
norm does not immediately trigger a long-term negative consequence. There are acts of crime that go 
undetected by law enforcement and remain hidden to all but the deviator while there are also acts 
that demand a so-called ‘corrective penalty’. Such acts are, as mentioned earlier, what Lemert 
considered to be primary deviance; quickly forgotten and the offender goes on with their life while 
behaving according to the law. It should not be understood as such that Lemert’s research only 
considers acts of criminal nature to be deviance; he states that such deviance could be anything in the 
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range of students speaking out of their turn in a class or a person commissioning a criminal act. 
(Cullen and Wilcox, 2010) 
For the most part it would seem that primary deviance receives little social reaction or even a mild, 
corrective one. It is when the deviant behavior is repetitive that action is taken against it – if we take 
the example given by Lemert with the student speaking out of turn in class a single time might 
warrant the teacher telling the student to quiet down while repeated disturbances of the class would 
likely cause the student to be removed from the class. As Lemert’s research moves further he goes to 
explain how the process of deviance amplification works in regards to societal reactions to a labeled 
individual. Lemert explains it as such that the labeled individual will start reacting to the negative 
stimuli given to them by the community and in return the individual present a negative attitude 
towards community. Negative stimuli includes things such as being unable to obtain goals and 
attempts to remove the stigma that the label presents on the individual, things such as being unable 
to get a job due to a felony record and thus legally being labeled a felon are included. As the 
individual starts to visualize the community as being wrong the label that breaks the social norm loses 
the stigmatization presented by the community. As this continues and the dislike towards the 
community grows the labeled individual will start identifying themselves as being what the 
community concludes is deviant. In Lemert’s view this may cause the individual to be rejected from 
larger society while also bringing with it interaction with other deviants with a similar or the same 
negative label attached to them. These are among the causal effects that will lead to secondary 
deviance. As Lemert (1951, p.76) puts it: “When a person begins to employ his deviant behavior or a 
role based upon it as a means of defense, attack, or adjustment to the over and the covert problems 
created by the consequent social reaction to him, his deviation is secondary.” Lemert himself offers 
an example of an “errant schoolboy” (Lemert, 1951, p.275) in which a child acts out in class once and 
is reprimanded for it, primary deviance. The boy then goes on to accidentally cause another 
disturbance and is once more reprimanded, primary deviance, however at this point the teacher 
starts referring to the boy as a ‘mischief maker’. This causes the child to be resentful of these labels 
put on him but he will continue to act out to fulfil the role he sees is expected of him to fulfil, more so 
than not if he discovers there is social status to obtain within a certain group of his peers. The final 
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part is when his actions become secondary deviance rather than primary and Lemert suggests that 
the smaller group may form their own subculture within which behavior that is deemed as deviant by 
larger society is considered to be normal and accepted if not even encouraged. (Cullen and Wilcox, 
2010) 
Our take on the theory: 
This particular section of this chapter is of great importance because it is where we get to explain 
further how an identity is formed as a convicted felon, specifically as it was a suggestion mentioned in 
Lemert’s research. Since we seek to explore how strain affects the choices and decisions a felon may 
be forced to make it is extremely important to take their community and their acceptance or lack 
thereof into account. This is where labeling theory align very much with stigma theory and the two 
can be used in harmony with one another. While it is important for us to know how the ‘Jim Crow’ 
laws affect felons it is also important for any researcher in this field to understand how they view 
themselves and how these laws may potentially worsen their view upon themselves or their view 
upon the ideals of the surrounding society. We, free of felony charges can only guess exactly how it 
will affect someone to be so segregated from a society that says it wishes to rehabilitate and 
reintegrate its prisoners back into a normal life. 
 
Critique towards the theory: 
As it is with all theory there are those who take a critical stance towards labeling theory. In this part of 
the chapter we will be explaining some opposing views upon it as well as explain our reasoning for 
still finding it relevant with the theoretical approach we’ve had in this project in particular. 
One of the most prominent critiques is from Marxist theorists which states that the theory has too 
little focus on such things as social mobility as well as class struggles and how labels such as upper-, 
middle- and lower-class may also have an effect on people’s lives and their social interaction – if 
nothing else at least their social sphere. While it is a valid critique to include in one’s thoughts when 
going over this theory it is not something we have felt implicated our research greatly. It is something 
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we’ve considered in our initial research however it was not something we felt would work against our 
project as we’re not distinguishing between social mobility nor structure but rather on causal effects 
caused by various restrictive laws – that evidently might further disability towards social mobility. 
With that stated it is something we will, to a lesser degree, include in parts of our analysis if we find 
there are specific restrictions and legislative actions that render a person unable to better their social 
status. 
Other prominent theoretical critiques are the lack of an explanation towards how and why primary 
deviance occurs and the individual’s thought process behind this initial act of deviance as well as the 
inability of the theory to look at potentially positive outcomes – deterrence. The critique that the 
thought of deterrence brings is how theorists working with labeling theory have avoided – 
intentionally or unintentionally – working with positive results of labeling, i.e. cases where the 
individual have sought to work through the label rather than accept it as part of their own personal 
understanding of their self. This might be counter-argued by the initial thoughts of Durkheim as well 
as defenses brought by Lemert stating how the theory is supposed to explain deviant behavior and 
how it may lead to – may being the defining word – further acts of the same or greater amounts of 
deviance. On that note it is important to remember how further critique has been an inability to 
categorize definitively how great difference there is to lesser and greater deviance. While we realize 
that definitions of deviance will differ greatly between borders and cultures we have chosen to work 
with a definition as follows: 
“In our project we understand and define the difference between scales of deviance as the amount of 
social implications they will have on a person. Deviances of a lesser scale will be such that define 
differences between people but ultimately do not have great social consequences while deviances of a 
larger scale will be those that are explicit as well as have legal procedures taken to instigate a removal 
of people who commit them.” 
Working with this definition we find that we have, in terms of our own project, come to terms with 
the categorization of different levels of deviance along with examples given in Lemert’s own research 
as to how deviances differ in between states and cultures. Our definition of deviance is as follows: 
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“We understand and work with deviance from the assumption that it stems from actions or goals by 
the individual that are inherently different from societal norms, values and goals.” 
 
Stigma theory: 
 
Outline. 
The theory of stigma was pioneered by Erving Goffman in the 1963 and is to this day still being 
worked on in regards to different topics and how they interact with stigma, this could be studies done 
in regards to stigma and poverty, or stigma and suicide (Jacobsen & Kristansen, 2009). The list is fairly 
comprehensive as the studies try to determine what situation there is for people in these situations 
and what kind of reactions they get from the society around them. 
Stigma theory is a theory that tries to deal with how society views individuals and how that affect said 
individuals. This would typically be done in regards to how people are viewed by people they meet 
and how this can affect the individuals who experience the different sorts of stigma. Though it is 
important to note early on that stigma theory will usually assume that the people you fear being 
stigmatized by, will be new people you meet (Goffman, 2009[1963]). The reason why your inner circle 
may not be affected by one’s stigma, can be contributed to the deep knowledge that the inner circle 
of associates have of you, so in case you had an external deformation or might be a previous felon, 
most of the time the inner circle will still acknowledge you, due to their intimate knowledge of the 
person and how you are with them(Goffman, 2009[1963]). Though the problem arise when as a 
stigmatised person you have to introduce yourself to new people you are not familiar with, for whom 
the stigma may end up affecting first impressions or similarly affect your interactions with other 
people (Goffman, 2009[1963]). 
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The reason for people feeling stigmatised can be caused by a variety of reasons, usually you will have 
a social norm, and people will judge new interactions with their surroundings based on their 
preconceptions of how things should be, or how people appear. (Goffman, 2009[1963]) this will 
usually mean that people if they meet a new person will quickly get an idea of how they believe this 
person should act and what he should do. though every now and then new people you meet may end 
up surprising you by showing a trait that may end up negatively affect your evaluation of them. This 
would then lead to people being seen as deviating from the norm in some way (Goffman, 
2009[1963]). 
 
Some of the stages needed for a stigmatized person to become stigmatized, is first of all to realize 
what is considered normal by the surroundings, in regards to this project, this can be seen as when 
people grow up and realize or get taught what is right and wrong and what breaks the law (Goffman, 
2009[1963]). The next step of the stigmatizing process involves realizing that you are currently not 
following the norm, and therefore you are different compared to the rest. So if you decide to break 
the law, then you are no longer ”normal” as you break the social norms associated with it, thereby 
creating a stigma, that if other people knew, would lead to them treating you differently (Goffman, 
2009[1963]). A following step in the stigmatizing process could be for people to try and deal with the 
fact that they are stigmatised.by trying to blend in, in society. This can be done through trying to hide 
your stigma, from new interactions with people, trying to pass as a normal person as they don’t want 
to be treated any differently than other people (Goffman, 2009[1963]). 
 
 
 
 
 
The different types of stigma: 
Stigma can be divided into 3 different categories. 
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1) External and/or physical deformations. 
2) Differing personality traits. 
3) “Tribal” stigma. 
(Goffman, 2009[1963]) 
 
The external or physical deformations. 
Would usually be something along the lines of having a handicap or something that changes your 
looks, in such a way that you might end up being viewed in a different sort of light when people 
discover it (Goffman, 2009[1963]). This type of stigma can be a difficult one for people to deal with. 
The reason for this one is that most of the time people may find it hard to know how they should act 
around a person suffering from any of these things. If we look to the example being used in ”Stigma” 
it can be how people should act around a blind person, they may attribute more ”deficiencies” than 
what the person actually has, so they might treat them like they have hearing impairments or have 
trouble moving around, instead of just not being able to see(Goffman, 2009[1963]). 
 
Differing personal traits. 
Then there is the people with different personal traits that somehow differs from the social norm, 
these different personal traits can usually be associated with different sorts of character flaws, like 
being weak willed, dominating, or dishonest, people suffering from different personal traits may have 
expressed these things in their past, through what could be suicide, alcoholism, criminal convictions 
(Goffman, 2009[1963]). 
Some of the issues with this type of stigma is that it may not be very apparent to new people you 
meet, as it is not as visible. this leads people to want to hide their stigma, since they want to avoid 
situations where people manage to learn their stigma anyways even though in modern society it can 
be hard to hide certain types of stigma as there is a lot of information available about people, that 
specialize in sharing information on for example people with a criminal record. 
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Meaning that this type of stigma can be hard for people to try and deal with as it can be hard for the 
person to try and hide their stigma, this can cause unease for the stigmatized person, as he will fear 
how other people will view him/her. This causes strain and unease when you are in a situation where 
you have to interact with new people. This can cause them to actively try and avoid associating with 
people, without a stigma, as they do not know how to interact with them, this leads to people 
avoiding social interactions out of fear of how new potential social interactions may react (Goffman, 
2009[1963]). Something that can be especially difficult for people with an external deformation as it 
can be something that can be easily noticed by other people, this leads to an increased level of strain 
that they are under as they try to deal with trying to hide their stigma from their new interactions. 
 
Tribal Stigma: 
Tribal stigma is something that would usually be associated with race, nationality or religion. 
(Goffman, 2009[1963]) and will most of the time be something that is hereditary as well, meaning 
that it can be a stigma that you may not even realize you have until later on in your life, where you 
begin to notice a difference in treatment, an example of tribal stigma could be how black people 
previously in the United States of America where not seen as being worth the same as white people, 
with the black people being seen as lesser humans. where you stigmatize a black person and associate 
him with traits that may not even be related to him based on skin color. 
 
Use of stigma as a theory. 
The stigma that we will be focusing on in the project will be the second type of stigma as that is the 
one that deals with criminals. Therefore we felt that was the most appropriate one to use to try and 
gain an understanding for some of the problems that felons may experience while they try to come to 
terms with their status as a felon. 
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While most of the people suffering from a sort of stigma may try to appear as normal as possible to 
avoid any problems, they can still experience the discomfort that is involved in fearing that they might 
be discovered and how this can affect how people may view them in the future. 
One of the issues that felons may end up dealing with is the issue of social control, one of the forms of 
social control, one of them is for people to identify noticeable people in groups that stand out, this is 
done to keep an eye on them, this information can then be used to limit the person's choice of 
freedom. This could be done through sharing this information with other people, predicting how they 
might react towards a person’s stigma (Goffman, 2009[1963]). One example of this in America could 
be how a lot of police departments have a lot of public information in regards to people with 
convictions. Some even allow you to get email notifications if people have committed certain crimes, 
most notably sexual oriented crimes, while some would say it is a good thing to keep an eye on these 
people, it also adds a notable amount of stress on the felons subjected to having a lot of their private 
information made public. Thereby making their stigma harder to hide for the person and making their 
interactions with new people even harder than it was before. (Goffman, 2009[1963]). 
This can lead to groups of people that obtains negative information about individuals to be able to 
make judgement of people based on the information they have obtained, the dangers in this can be if 
you do not know the person, but just information of what he is supposed to have done wrong, or may 
have done wrong in a previous point of his life (Goffman, 2009[1963]). 
 
One of the key areas where being a felon could be taxing, could be if you try to get a job as a felon, 
since you are already denied access to a lot of jobs, as an example from Alexander´s book, where she 
goes in depth about how felons face discrimination not only in the social aspects of life, but also for 
the workplace as employers would already be more statistically likely to hire someone else than a 
black person, and if the person is a felon on top of that it becomes even more troublesome to get 
hired (Alexander, 2012).  
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This would mean that most of the time felons are not interested in disclosing their felon status, but 
due to the various natures of workplaces most if not all will require you to show your arrest record, 
making it very hard to conceal your status as an ex-felon. On top of that there is also a bunch of ways 
for people to obtain information about you through the internet. https://www.nsopw.gov/en/Search 
contains information in regards to all the states and can inform you if there is people in the vicinity 
that has committed sexually related crimes while there are also other websites such as 
https://www.instantcheckmate.com/ that lets people search through all the public arrest orders so 
you can check people you know out. This makes it incredibly hard for ex-felons to try and fit into the 
everyday world since they will be unable to blend in, it should also make it harder for them  to try and 
act normally with people around them, as their stigma will risk being known very fast which changes 
the dynamic in their interactions with people. 
While some of these website, may help provide good information for people that won’t be misused, it 
does feel a bit risky to let so much information be publicly known since it doesn't necessarily help 
people understand the circumstances behind everything so what it can do is help lead people to 
conclusions. it seems like it would help the first kind of social control that stigma discuss, where you 
have a group of people with information about people's stigma, using it to control the other person's 
social life, as they can release that information about the person thereby changing his interactions 
with the people in his social circles, even if it might be something that has happened a long time ago 
(Goffman, 2009[1963]). 
 
Other victims of stigmatization can include the people in your inner circle as being labeled a felon also 
hurts the social image that those people have, due to their connection to you, an example would be 
how a mother could be faulted for bad parenting, and viewed badly by her neighbors or even her 
family. since they might see it as a flaw in her as well since she did not prevent the person from 
ending up committing a crime (Austin, 2004). It can also be a friend, that can then be viewed 
negatively from his association with the person, since people might ask themselves if he knew or why 
he didn’t stop the person from committing a felony. This can lead to a situation where it is no longer 
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just the felon experiencing the stigma but also his closest associations whom can be affected by this 
type of stigma. The importance of this, is to realize that stigma does not necessarily just hurt the main 
person being stigmatized, but it may even end up spreading to those around you, simply because of 
their associations with you, however this should also make it worse for the felon as he now becomes 
responsible for the pain of some of his surroundings (Austin. 2004).  
 
 
 
Methodology 
This section of the paper will deal with the methodological choices made during the research of the 
project as well as the consequences they’ve had for the project. Initially it will explain the thoughts 
that lead to the initiation of this project, then it will move on to explain difficulties we faced and the 
choices we had to make and finally it will explain how these choices in the end finalized the project 
reasonably close to the initial idea of how the project was to be done. 
 
First Thoughts: 
Naturally there was some confusion at the beginning of this project both towards who in the end 
would be part of the work and as well towards the closer aspects of the project. Our initial idea was to 
work very closely with felons in order to create our own data through skype interviews as well as a 
questionnaire we had worked out to directly question felons as to their lives before, during and after 
their time served for their felonies. We specifically aimed towards gathering personal data on our 
focus group - which we had already established to be felons however after looking closer into 
statistics regarding the amount of African Americans incarcerated compared to their total percentage 
of the population - 13,2% of the total population, while according to a BJS as of 2009 made up a total 
of 39.4% of the total prison and jail population - we made the hypothesis that it wouldn’t be too far-
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fetched to assume these laws may have some racial bias. These statistics, along with some presented 
later in this paper, led us to the hypothesis along the line of Michelle Alexander’s, that there is a racial 
bias towards black people within the justice system of the United States. For the time being we 
decided to remain with a focus on felons and the strain they feel and then - if possible - seek  to prove 
a racial bias. 
     
Difficulties: 
After our initial work we set up to work out a coding system for our questionnaire that we could use 
to measure an amount of strain that felons would potentially feel while under pressure from laws 
referred to as the “Jim Crow Laws”. We set about to closer establish where to conduct more narrow 
research in terms of limiting our target group and attempt to gain some closer looks into the lives of 
felons under the harshest variation of restrictive laws. Sources we accessed at the time showed 
Florida to be an optimal example to investigate it was where could find the harshest measures of 
these restrictive laws to be in effect. With this knowledge we set forth to find different means of 
contacting a wide array of felons in order for us to best get as representative results as possible. 
While it seemed like we had a solid path for our work and were well set in terms of the data we were 
going to collect and analyse we hit speed bumps. After we had been contacted by the Florida State 
Penitentiary we found that it might be more relevant for us to work with those felons who were out 
on probation or those who had served their probation time and were as such more directly targeted 
by restrictive laws, but even as we attempted to gather data from NGOs working with said people our 
work stopped. Miscalculations towards how much time these organizations required to aid us in 
conducting such research meant that we had to seek out alternate data to aid our project along as it 
would seem we wouldn’t be getting any of our own generated data on time to finish it up. 
Finalization: 
As we came to terms with how our research would not be conducted as we had first hoped it would 
we started looking for alternate data in attempt to highlight the same subjects we had wanted to 
highlight with personal qualitative data as well as - what we had initially hoped would be a minor 
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factor - quantitative data along with it. This proved to be too difficult within the timeframe we had to 
work with, so instead we chose to take a closer look upon the actual restrictions, the conditions they 
could implement on a person as well the original Jim Crow laws for a comparative study. 
Method 
This section of the paper will deal with the methods that were used during the undertaking of this 
project. To begin with it will explain the initial idea for how research would be conducted before 
moving on to how these ideas came to an abrupt halt. Finally it will center in on what new tools were 
found and used in an attempt to restore the project to its glory. 
 
First Thoughts: 
While we all knew somewhat where we wanted to go with this project almost straight off the 
platform it would soon occur to us that it was something we would have to be careful while working 
with. We understood that we’d have to have some criminological theory attached to the project as 
we were very clearly engaging with a study of the behaviour and decision-making of people with a 
criminal record. During a workshop within the SIB house a supervisor helped us by pushing us towards 
General Strain Theory by Robert Agnew. With this in mind we sought to work more closely with the 
reasoning behind actions. As GST explained to us strain should be greatly considered when 
deciphering a person’s actions and as such we had a way to describe an effect of restrictive 
measurements however we still lacked theory to explain causal mechanisms and effects that were not 
directly tied in with legal measures but rather came from more community-based circles. First we 
came upon Labeling Theory, a theory by many theorists of whom the first was - arguably at least - 
Emilé Durkheim. Others would say Frank Tannenbaum is the ‘grandfather’ of the theory however we 
chose not to argue for one or the other but include arguments from both of them within our 
theoretical framework. 
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It was from Labeling Theory that we discovered Erving Goffman, the founder of Stigma Theory, a 
theory we had originally intended to play an opponent role towards labeling as the two had variating 
foci; where labeling focuses on institutional measures stigma focuses on societal responses more so. 
 
Difficulties: 
Working with the stance from General Strain Theory, in regards to causal mechanisms that would 
influence actions of a felon, aided by the differing views of labeling theory and stigma theory we 
created a questionnaire with which we intended to measure the amount of strain that any given 
person legally labeled a felon would experience. In an attempt to be as representative as possible we 
sought to differentiate between types of felons - violent charges, sexual offenses, drug charges or 
otherwise - in an attempt to see if there would be a pattern that a certain type of felon had a harder 
time reintegrating into the society they were meant to be rehabilitated for. 
As it would be we had worked out a coding scale for qualitative data as well as follow-up questions for 
quantitative measurement of personal feelings towards the strain being put on these people. While 
we worked out this it, as explained above, did not work out to our benefit and we were forced to seek 
new ways to highlight the issue that we wanted to present evidence towards. 
 
Finalization: 
While our work pattern as well as our dataset would have to be changed almost entirely we did not 
go to great compromises with our theoretical data. We made a minor alteration to how we were 
going to use stigma theory as we could no longer use this to measure qualitative data presented by 
felons through the questionnaire we decided to work more closely with labeling theory and then take 
a basis in frequency of websites and search databases with access to felony records of people in the 
United States. We quickly found various sites that offered an amount of services to make sure one 
could always be aware of how close they were to someone with a felony record. With this new 
approach into stigma theory we also looked into institutional means to removing privileges of the 
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private lives of felons such as the ability to choose to get married and who to live with. With a lack of 
qualitative datasets it was clear to us that we had to work almost entirely, if not fully so, from 
statistical analyses and data. 
Section Three 
Data Presentation 
The data is presented in the form of law category pairings. As mentioned in the method section, our 
overall goal was to find old Jim Crow laws that were at least categorically similar to felony 
delinquency laws and draw parallels while at the same time attributed the felony law to a source of 
strain within GST and the additional strain values we have proposed in this project. The decision to 
group these laws by category reflects on the negative stimuli presented in GST, which means that in 
the cases of examining the totality of these laws we were searching primarily for parallels based on 
the same negative stimuli, even if the law is not completely similar to the Jim Crow law in question. 
The  main sections we will cover in examining negative stimuli brought on from laws are; Grandfather 
laws. Work and Education, Disenfranchisement and Public Office, and Military Service and other civil 
rights (right to carry arms, etc..) We will also cover data and Jim Crow parallels that pertain to Society, 
Health, and Family, 
 
Strain impact category Modern law Jim Crow law Parallels Notes 
Military Service and 
Civil Rights 
Enlistment 
restricted for 
felons. Felon 
access to veteran 
benefits restricted. 
 
Right to bare arms 
or serve on a jury 
restricted. 
 
African American 
access to veteran 
benefits restricted. 
 
African Americans 
and minorities not 
allowed to have 
guns/instances of 
restrictions or 
Directly 
translatable. In 
both cases are 
veteran’s 
benefits 
restricted, only 
the means 
change. 
 
Directly 
Various States and Federal 
statutes. 
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 bans. applicable 
again. Gun 
control for 
minority 
groups and 
restricted 
access to serve 
on a jury or 
have minority 
representation 
on a jury 
restricted. 
Disenfranchisement laws Definitely exist in 
forms in multiple 
States with the hint 
of political motive. 
Used 
disenfranchisement 
of blacks to keep 
them politically 
weak. 
Nearly 
identical in 
structure, 
reasoning, and 
implementation  
Motivation in both cases feels 
politically motivated. 
Work and Education License restrictions 
to many careers 
 
Inability to fund 
education. 
 
Stigma towards 
felons prevents job 
prospects. 
 
Lack of valid 
educational 
qualifications 
Ineligible for 
education for many 
careers. 
 
Lack of funding 
for public 
education. 
 
Stigma towards 
African Americans 
as being lazy and 
inferior. 
 
High rates of 
illiteracy prevented 
job placement. 
Essentially the 
same sort of 
restrictions for 
the same 
reasoning. 
Although rates 
of education 
are much 
higher among 
blacks, 
education 
among felons 
is at a very low 
rate. 
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Grandfather Laws There isn't a direct 
comparison with a 
modern law. 
 
it is also very 
similar to the 
disenfranchisement, 
but tries to look 
more towards 
actions against 
groups of people 
being targeted by 
this. 
It allowed people 
whom were able to 
vote before a set 
date to continue to 
vote if, they 
themself, their 
fathers or 
grandfathers were 
able to vote before. 
this was meant to 
exclude black 
people from 
voting. 
The current 
system is also a 
system that 
seems to target 
black 
minorities, as 
they also make 
up the majority 
of the prison 
population. this 
leads to further 
stigmatisation 
of black 
people. 
while the comparison may not 
seem apt at first, the laws where 
made to restrict the voting rights 
of certain minorities. something 
that can be compared to the 
massive amount of black people 
having lost their voting rights. 
it also greatly ties into the stigma 
of black people, being targeted 
by authorities 
 
In the above chart we show how we associated each law with an aspect of social life that is at risk to 
becoming a source of strain due to the restrictions each law places on them. 
Military Service and Other Civil Rights 
We begin with military service and other civil rights that are not associated with voting. During the Jim 
Crow era, African Americans were very active in the military as it was seen as a means for 
opportunity. Many African Americans fought during the American Civil War but were not treated 
equally to their white counterparts on either side of the conflict. In fact, it was not until the Korean 
war in the 1950’s that the United States Military began to desegregate its personnel and treat African 
Americans more fairly (Katznelson 2005).  In terms of timeframe, this fits the Jim Crow era and aligns 
with the political changes from the Civil Rights Movement that were examined in the same period of 
time. Because of this marker, we decided to examine Jim Crow elements in the military and drew the 
parallels to modern felons and the military. The Jim Crow time period actually mandated lots of 
legislation regarding African Americans in the military that stemmed largely from combat benefits. 
The benefit system for soldiers in the United States is called the G.I Bill and promises a range of 
benefits to individuals who served in the United States Military. The GI Bill, however, was not 
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introduced until the end of WW2, and so the context of those laws remain confined to the period in 
between the 1940’s and the Civil Rights movement (Katznelson 2005).  
 
With that in mind, there are many interesting aspects of the GI Bill along with Federal and State 
institutes that caused strain for African American soldiers. Ira Katznelson, a World War II historian, 
wrote extensively about this time period when examining the nature of African Americans and the GI 
bill as a part of affirmative action. Katznelson cited a Public Affairs pamphlet and study called Our 
Negro Veterans which tracked some of  the usage of the GI Bill in the United States for African 
American veterans. Some benefits, such as those which awarded grants or loans for housing 
were  found to have huge discrepancies between recipients (Katznelson 2005).The Veteran Affairs 
office was decentralized at the time and so most matters were handled at local offices in regards to 
veteran benefits. This made it increasingly difficult for black veterans to take advantage of the GI Bill. 
Small loopholes and technicalities combined with clever lobbying made it even more difficult for 
blacks to see the benefits of the GI Bill (MacGregor 1981). This is why even though the GI Bill has no 
overt or obvious Jim Crow terminology or wording the interpretation and lack of centralization led to 
the issues. Of these restrictions, there are two main ones which are important to make note of: 
Vocation and education restrictions, and housing and loan restrictions. Of the 70,000 veterans of 
WW2 who received housing subsidies as a part of the scheme to reintegrate combatants, fewer than 
75 total African American individuals received approval on the basis of GI Bill interpretation. In 
regards to vocation and education, the GI Bill also had a list of promises that were not carried out. 
Education grants that promised access to higher education did not supercede the State Laws 
regarding general segregation in colleges and universities. This meant that while education grants 
were possible to achieve, finding a public university or college that was not segregated was as 
daunting task. Those who did find schools (black colleges) received weaker educations as institute 
funding from the State and alumni sources were much lower than comparable universities (Douglas 
2010). Furthermore, education requirements went passed what most African Americans were eligible 
for as high school was not mandatory at the time and most did not complete a proper High School 
 The New Jim Crow 
49/74 
 
education before enlisting in military service. This lack of high school education also limited African 
American participation in higher education. These problems were enlarged by the fact that in this 
same time period close to 83% of the total African American population lived in Southern States, and 
lived below the poverty line. 
 
In non-GI Bill associated discrimination, other examples can also be seen as with social security and 
labor rights. Of the 83% of African Americans living in the South, close to two-thirds had jobs which 
did now allow them to draw upon benefits (Taylor 2012). These jobs in domestic service and 
agriculture were the biggest targets. This made it very difficult for African American veterans to find 
wage appropriate work that they could use for the basis of their veteran rights. and this was further 
complicated by employment status as well, where some jobs that required union membership (but 
closed black membership) or did not give enough labor hours to meet the requirements for 
employment benefits for returning black veterans. Now, there are some things to make mention of 
with these statistics. Firstly, jobs for soldiers returning after WW2  were difficult to obtain regardless 
of race, and housing options were limited do to the low construction rates of new houses after the 
1929 depression  (Taylor 2012). So there are cases where all veterans struggled, but the degree was 
much different for whites and blacks. While we struggled to find a statistic that was sufficient enough, 
we would wager that the homelessness statistic of returning soldiers was much higher among African 
Americans than Anglo-Americans. In reality, of all unmarried soldiers returning from combat, 80% did 
not have a home of their own before 1947, and of married veterans the rate was still an incredible 
64%. White soldiers also had broader access to unemployment benefits. In what is referred to as the 
52-20 club, veterans could receive twenty USD per week for 52 weeks upon return from military 
service (Katznelson 2005). Preferential treatment was given to soldiers who served in combat roles, 
which limited African American applicants greatly. During the conflict in WW2, African Americans 
were limited to mostly non-combat roles such as supply lines, general labor, church chaplain services, 
and any other work that was needed which classified them as non-combat veterans. This meant that 
white soldiers would be allocated their funds before African Americans could do so. When in cases 
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that African Americans did receive the unemployment benefit, their approval was at the discretion of 
their local Veteran’s Affairs office. These offices in the South kept the rate of the 52-20 low and 
according to research done by Katznelson, less than half attempted to collect their benefits, and an 
estimate says only a quarter received their full 52 week package. 
One major reason behind African American exclusion from combat situations stems from a report 
published by the Army War College in 1927 that concluded African Americans to be inferior to their 
white counterparts in combat. The report in part concluded that, 
 
“In the process of evolution the American negro has not progressed as far 
as the other sub-species of the human family. As a race he has not developed  
leadership qualities. His mental inferiority and the inherent weaknesses of his  
character are factors that must be considered with great care in the preparation  
of any plan for his employment in war. . . .” (Bolté and Harris 1947) 
 
This report went on to prescribe conditions in which African Americans ought to serve in the military: 
 
 Should serve in segregated regiments. 
 Negro officers should not give combat orders to non-blacks. 
 Should not hold positions of significant responsibility at all. 
 Were regulated to tasks that are non-technical, non-combat, and preferably unarmed. 
 Should be required to participate in extra training to make up for inherent flaws. 
 
It should come to no surprise that based on this type of reporting that the United States had a mere 7 
total African American officers serving in the Second World War, and the total number of combat 
enlisted African Americans in the Navy, Air Force, and Marines was zero. There are tons of other 
examples in other conflicts as well that separated black and white enlisted personnel. In the Civil War, 
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the monthly pay for black soldiers was just $7 USD per month, while a white soldier was paid $13 USD 
per month plus a stipend for clothing. The point of this is to prove that the systematic legal structure 
had a reach in influencing how the military perceived and saw African Americans. These beliefs led to 
discrimination and thus an inequality in the treatment of soldiers that was not remedied until the Civil 
Rights Movement (Bolté and Harris 1947) (Taylor 2012). 
The relation to the concept of the modern Jim Crow is rooted similarly. As stigma theory 
demonstrated, the social aspects of being a felon lead people to believe that felons are less capable of 
performing certain tasks just as African Americans were believed to be less capable at performing 
certain tasks during the Jim Crow period. Because of the fear of felons, military access is not allowed 
for those with a felony history without a felony waiver claim. Such a claim requires a military officer of 
at least brigadier general status to approve a give waiver for enlistment. While those rates have 
increased due to the ongoing conflicts over the last twenty years in the Middle East. the number still 
remains below 500 total felons serving in the armed forces today. This is a different sort of restriction 
than what we previously saw with Jim Crow but it targets the same strain group. In this case, felons 
simply are in most cases denied access to military service and the GI Bill altogether simply because 
their felony offense. The military is traditionally seen as a place for troubled people or individuals who 
struggle to find a role within society. It offers structured, goal-oriented tasks, and the promise of 
benefits with minimal education requirements. For a felon who wants to make the military a career, it 
is largely unlikely they will find success under the current measures. This denial of a career path most 
likely fits better when we examine work related restrictions, but military is not driven by the same 
legislation type we have with other modern Jim Crow implementations.  
 
Even historically when African Americans made it into combat situations, they were allowed only 
under specific circumstances, the greatest simply being a lack of overall manpower. In a report 
describing its own backlog troubles, the VA admitted that it currently has a backlog of over 115,000 
applications for veteran benefits with the added statistic that only two of every five soldiers who 
served in Korea have received their benefits in full, and of the black soldiers who applied to receive 
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their benefits, the process is slow that over 1,000 African American Korean War veteran applicants 
have died and their status is being carried out by their spouses today (Boulton 2004).  
 
This unique trio of felons, soldiers, and those under old Jim Crow are all exhibit similar negative 
stimuli that essentially limits their opportunities. The relationship is highly complex, but there is a 
clear indication that the same types of motivators that encouraged Jim Crow laws on African 
Americans were used during the same time in the military; our modern adaptation shows that those 
with a felony history are not welcome to participate in the military even though it is seen as an 
opportunity for the distraught. This is further complicated by the soldier stigma in regards to 
education qualifications or PTSD that casts veterans out of many American social settings even today. 
Felons are not given the same opportunity to serve, and the statistic proof of that can be seen in the 
number of enlisted felon personnel today which even in its number is inflated due to conflict in the 
Middle East. The last bit which ties them altogether is in the form of the modern rule that came after 
the Civil Rights movement came from congress in Article 83 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice 
which both implemented background checks for soldiers and the restriction of felons from joining the 
military. In a 2012 report on the demographics of the United States military, African American 
representation was under 18% among total military force including reserves and the total number of 
all non-white officers was a mere 8% with white soldier enlistment growing at a much higher rate 
than African Americans. With the Army War College’s report of 1927 stating that African Americans 
are ineffective as leaders and should not be given roles of responsibility, it is saddening to see that 
statistic realized in the officer ranks of the United States Military today.  
 
Finally, a BLS report entitled Employment Situation of Veterans — 2014 (See attached) showed that of 
African American Veterans today, close to 40% are homeless with an extra 23% with a home but 
jobless. This combined statistic shows that 63% of black soldiers experience either homelessness or 
joblessness after their return from military service. This information shows that there is a great 
 The New Jim Crow 
53/74 
 
disparity in the military between whites and blacks after leaving the military still and there is enough 
evidence to suggest that the large number of eligible African American felons plays deeply into that.  
 
The second part of this section is in regards to civil rights outside of felon disenfranchisement. We 
separated them because disenfranchisement felt like such an important part of the core of our data. 
The two major civil rights that we focused on outside voting are jury rights and the right to bare arms. 
Gun control is a highly contested contemporary issue and the felon population also has a major stake 
in any upcoming gun control legislation. 
     
As it currently stands, felons cannot be in possession of a firearm and have no constitutional right to a 
weapon. Under current law 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1) anyone who has served time for a felony crime is not 
allowed to legally possess a firearm. There are only two current exemptions for this rule; white-collar 
felonies, and felonies committed in a foreign country. There are further laws that stipulate forms of 
gun control for those who have committed misdemeanors as well such as acts of domestic violence – 
these actions force felons who wish to own a gun down a path of having to illegally obtaining a gun or 
not obtaining a gun at all. 
To provide a nod a bit to the ideas of Michelle Alexander in this regard, we also were able to find 
Federal Law 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(3) which shows drug offenses of all kinds on background checks. This 
law also stipulates that if a person has a history of drug offenses they are not allowed to possess or 
own a gun legally - regardless of felon status. Alexander’s research is almost entirely around the idea 
of drug offenses and felons, and while the laws are reasonably written and sound well intended, the 
truth is that the law is structurally similar to Jim Crow legislation and indeed the largest target group 
of  18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(3) are African Americans. In a way, the modern variation is more harsh than Jim 
Crow legislation. At the Federal level, it is impossible to restore your right to carry arms if lost due to a 
felony conviction. This rule, 18 U.S.C. §§ 921(a)(20) and (a)(33)(B)(ii) says that an individual must 
address the AFT (Department of Alcohol, Firearms, and Tobacco) to reclaim their right to carry arms 
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and that a State cannot re-grant the loss at all. The issue largely with this law is that the law does not 
include a provision to fund the ATF and in the current application process the ATF dismisses the 
application in all instances due to a lack of funds. 
 
    The history of gun control does also stretch back to the Jim Crow era, and even has roots earlier 
than that in many societies. The earliest Jim Crow related form of gun control came after former slave 
named Nat Turner organized a slave rebellion in 1831 that led to the deaths of over sixty individuals. 
The slaves were able to secure guns and this motivated the earliest examples of Jim Crow gun 
legislation. Tennessee was the first state to amend its own constitution by arranging the wording to 
be “Free white men” instead of “freemen” to prevent free blacks from helping black slaves, which was 
the suspected means for the Turner Rebellion. Other laws in other territories with similar structure 
were passed into legislation as well, but no legislative act was more important than the court case of 
Dred Scott v. Sandford which declared that both slave blacks and free blacks were not considered 
American citizens. This meant they were not guaranteed any rights all, which included the right to 
carry arms. In all, the Jim Crow period saw various forms of gun legislation that continued to prevent 
African Americans from owning guns even after the conclusion of the American Civil War such as New 
York’s Sullivan Law which required gun permits to be issued by the local police departments in which 
discretion for granting a permit was discretionary only.  
 
    It’s difficult to attribute gun ownership as a source of strain for felons, because the degree in which 
gun ownership ranges is so highly varied. In these circumstances that we have presented, it is 
reasonable to assume that a felon who wants a gun for hunting, sport, home defense or as an 
expression of their Second Amendment right might see the current rules as unfair. This may cause 
deviance as a felon or drug user may acquire a gun illegally to address that expression. What is more 
important in this situation is that here is a pretty direct example of parallels between Jim Crow 
legislation and the modern felony/drug offender legislation. 
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Disenfranchisement  
Along with many other different civil rights, the loss of the right to vote - called disenfranchisement 
seems controversial, since other modern system such as the European Court of Human Rights 
deemed the automatic disenfranchisement of all prisoners as not a legitimate or tolerable according 
to European law, since the right to vote is seen as a basic human right and not simply a privilege. 
Similarly, the same can be said of  South Africa and Canada as both deem such a practice as 
unconstitutional (Isphani 2009). Although there is disenfranchisement of prisoners in Europe, it is 
mostly only during the time served in prison and/or for specific types of crime, which are somehow 
connected to the electoral process (Isphani 2009). The United States of America is the only 
democracy of its kind keeping systematically such a big part of the population from voting, without 
considering the type of crime. This practice can even have such an impact on the outcome of 
elections, due to the increase of incarcerated people, that this disenfranchisement practices can be 
used as a political instrument to gain votes for  party support or reduce probable votes for the 
opponent party like what was seen in the Presidential campaign in 2000, where Al Gore lost the 
electoral vote by a margin that still can’t be agreed on, but was less than 2,000 votes. At the same 
time, felon disenfranchisement of felons was high, and the State reports that over 50,000 people 
were added to the disenfranchisement in 2000 alone just prior to the election. Of the eligible votes, 
only 11% were African American and of those disenfranchised in Florida in 2000 over 40% were 
African American (Uggen & Manza 2002). 
 
The origin of these disenfranchisement laws comes from ancient Rome and Greece and was carried to 
America by the United Kingdom. It was the idea of the “civil death” formed and practiced in medieval 
Europe, where a person could lose his civil rights and was “dead in law” (Ewald 2002, p. 1059). In 
contrast to today’s American laws, civil death was rare - and only occurred when committing major 
crimes and was given in each case individually. The political effect of this disenfranchisement in the 
U.S. shows a contrafactual study about how the votes of the disenfranchised American population 
would have altered certain elections (Uggen & Manza 2002). Coming back to the case of the 
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Presidential elections in 2000 between George W. Bush and Al Gore is probably the most interesting 
one, since Florida was the decisive state in this election and victory in the State meant victory overall. 
In Florida, like in 11 other states, even ex-felons get disenfranchised and must wait a period of at least 
5 years after the completion of all their sentences, including probation or parole, to be able to apply 
for the restoration of their civil rights. The process is difficult and for accomplish full restoration of 
civil rights, pardon must be granted by the State senator. Also, Florida has the highest rate of 
disenfranchised people in the United States at an estimated number of 1,541,602 people. In 2010, 
and subsequent elections, none of these would have been allowed to vote, due to former felony 
convictions (Uggen et al. 2012).  
 
There are a number of additional strange cases that further complicated disenfranchisement. Even 
many people sharing the same or similar name to a convicted felon were not allowed to vote in the 
Florida elections due to electronic errors or mistakes in disenfranchising voters (Allen 2004). In the 
above mentioned study the way the disenfranchised population would vote if they were able to was 
estimated by factors like gender, race, age, income, and education among others . It could be shown, 
that at least 7 Senates elections since 1978 would have probably altered in favor of the Democrats 
(Uggen and Manza 2002). That is because the demographics of the disenfranchised population are 
more likely to vote Democrats, since minorities and lower class citizens are overrepresented in the 
disenfranchised population - which are more likely to vote for the Democrats. However, the 
assumption that the disenfranchised ex-felons would vote this way has been criticized by some 
scholars since they didn’t take into account that the voting behavior of criminals and not-criminals 
differ systematically (Uggen & Manza 2004). The trend here continues again with some of the new 
Jim Crow legislation as we see another example of a road block simple existing that clouds the 
possibilities of felons. 
The disenfranchisement laws differ from state to state too. In 2014, there were only 2 states who had 
no disenfranchisement at all, 13 states with disenfranchisement for prisoners, 4 states for people in 
prison and on parole, 19 states for people in prison, on parole and probation and 12 states for people 
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in prison, on parole, probation and even after all of the sentence has been served even permanently 
(Chung 2015). In the whole U.S. there are approximately 5.85 million American citizens banned from 
voting due to a felony conviction at the moment of which the majority are people outside of prison, 
like on parole or probation and people who served their sentences (Chung 2015).  
 
One of the states with the toughest disenfranchisement laws is Florida as mentioned already twice 
previously. In Florida you lose your right to vote permanently if you get convicted of a felony and you 
have to hope for pardon. In New York, although you get your rights restored once released from 
prison and submit an appropriate form, which we were unable to locate ourselves, and later found 
out doesn’t even exist or is almost impossible to get a hold of from state resources (Allen 2004). 
However,  these laws have been changed several times as well. In 2007, the clemency board voted for 
the automatic restoration of voting rights for people with non-violent felony convictions. A small civil 
rights victory, this decision was in fact reversed in 2011 to the current 5 years waiting period (Chung 
2015). This is only one example of how these laws change over time, or how the laws seem to change 
with the political pendulum that sways between Republican and Democratic power struggles - which 
should further make suspect of the political reasons behind these laws and not its claim of justice or 
reintegration.  
 
One similarity to the Jim Crow Laws is the people affected by it are mostly African American males, 
just like under Jim Crow. Many African Americans and other minorities, like Hispanics, were 
successfully hindered from voting in many states and thus excluding them by labeling them as a 
whole. The very idea of Jim Crow laws began with with voter disenfranchisement. At the height of Jim 
Crow legislation at the turn of the 20th century, the US Bureau statistics report shows that the total 
number of votes cast in the Presidential elections from 1890-1915 was 7% lower overall than previous 
elections and was the only time period where a dip in voting numbers from one election did not 
increase in the next (Pettus 2005). 
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How do these disenfranchisement practices now affect the felons and ex-felons concerned? Voting in 
a democracy is for many people the only and one of the most important way of expressing one’s 
political opinion. Without voting democracy would not be working and it is therefore seen as a civic 
duty. These disenfranchisement laws now label a certain population group as not fitted for 
performing this duty and expressing their political opinion permanently, in most democracies viewed 
as a basic right not just a privilege. The exclusion of all felons in some states basically for lifetime 
could possibly create strain by prohibiting them to achieve a possibly valued goal to be part of and 
help creating the society and community you live in. In another study inmates apparently talked 
“passionately about the stigma of a felony conviction” and how “losing the right to vote, in particular, 
was a powerful symbol of their status as ‘outsiders’” (Uggen & Manza 2004).  
 
    Although, the staff and prisoners in this specific study questioned the direct causal relationship 
between having the right to vote and recidivism, by arguing the crime could have happened that way 
or another (Uggen & Manza 2004:212). This is interesting for our project, since the kind of interview 
data we have collected is nearly perfect for researching the strains of felons and not only the rates of 
recidivism. Regardless of what the truth is, the interviewees overtly claim that the suspension or loss 
of civil rights made them feel like social pariahs and indeed increased their strain. It shows us that 
there is strain by taking away important civil rights and labeling them as outsiders in the society, 
sometimes permanently through total disenfranchisement, which may not lead directly to 
delinquency, but creates a certain situation where it becomes more likely. This assumption is 
supported by Uggen & Manza as they could not find a causal correlation, but their statistical analysis 
nevertheless show a relationship between voting subsequent crime and arrest, that can’t be 
explained only by the criminal history, class, race or gender (Uggen & Manza, 2004:213). It seems as if 
voting would be an important part of an overall citizenship status, which promotes conformity.  
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The proponents of these laws often argue that those who do not uphold the law of the land should 
have no part in created the laws, since they could vote subversive to the national interests or the 
interests of the legislative and punitive bodies for their own self-advancement. Nevertheless, to take 
away voting rights in a democracy in order to hinder people from voting a certain way seems very 
controversial yet a reality at least historically. 
 
Grandfather Laws: 
The Grandfather Laws are restrictive laws which were part of the original Jim Crow laws. While they 
were disguised in such ways that they would not directly target any racial type specifically they were 
part of a contemporary trend of racial bias towards the African American population. The laws 
themselves were made such that a person would be allowed to vote without having to pay the 
deposit for such if your father and/or grandfather was allowed to vote before a certain point in time. 
At the time this largely affected the African American population of the United States as this was 
quite recent after the liberation of the slaves of the states and as such their grandfathers and/or 
fathers would’ve been unable to vote in any elections. However if you were able to pass these laws 
you would be eliminated from other measures of restriction to prohibit who could and couldn’t vote. 
Such restrictions included literacy tests and property tests that would screen out much of the African 
American population within the states. An example from the state of Louisiana; it had been set up as 
such that if a person had to have been able to vote prior to the year 1867 in order to vote in the 
future, realistically disenfranchising African Americans without stating that they were the targets of 
this particular legislation. (Riser, 2010) (Klarman, 2004) 
 
Our reasoning behind looking into this particular type of law is because we want to investigate the 
reasons that go behind mass disenfranchisement of a particular class, race or socioeconomic 
stereotype. This paper has been able to find parallels between the Grandfather Laws and the 
disenfranchisement acts aimed at modern felons within the states such as mass stigmatization of a 
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group of the population. Another argument towards a recurring racial bias within the justice system is 
the importance that voter disenfranchisement can have upon their ability to act within a political 
scene or in general with changes in their community, more so than not if there are found to be 
communities with a greater tendency for disenfranchised citizens. (Riser, 2010) (Klarman, 2004) 
 
Much along the lines of being unable to further political goals for their community this paper has 
found there to be a great amount of distrust from smaller scopes of society towards those who are 
legally labeled felons and as such they will, even without the disenfranchisement, have more 
difficulties with engaging in their social spheres. (Riser, 2010) (Klarman, 2004) 
While it is important to consider all factors it is also remarkably important to take the social relations 
the felon had prior to their crime and whether or not these remain. 
 
Though the act of having minorities filling up the prisons seems a bit discomforting, as you remove 
large amounts of certain groups from voting, something that could be likened to how the grandfather 
laws were also meant to target a majority of a minority and limit their options to vote. 
Another impact people may not consider when you consider how big the black prison population is, is 
that it helps reinforce the stereotype of black people as criminals, this helps enforce the belief that it 
isn´t as bad to be a criminal for certain black youths, as a lot of their surroundings may already have 
had experiences with the justice system(Hirschfield. 2008). considering that a large group of the 
prison population is already black, it should increase the likelihood of these youths getting in touch 
with each other, at the same time delinquents have been shown to have more confidence compared 
to non-delinquents (Hirschfield. 2008), most likely due to their social network that they feel accept 
them. this just escalates the problems even further, as it help to negatively reinforce the bad 
stereotypes, and help create a social stigma surrounding black youths, making it harder for other 
black youths to contradict this stigma. This helps create a sub community that works quite differently 
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to most of the normal population with the issue being that the sub community is made up mainly of a 
minority that has been discriminated against in the past through laws mainly meant to restrict their 
options. that is also why we considered the grandfather laws to still somewhat be in effect, as we see 
that the majority that is targeted by these groups is a black minority. 
 
According to Regina Austin, (2004) some ways to combat the stigma in these societies can generally 
be divided into 4 different categories that focus on dealing with different parts of the stigma to 
reduce the impact this has on the individuals. One way is to try and combat the racism in the system, 
to reduce the number of convicted black people while another method could be programs aimed at 
helping the families of the incarcerated, this one is interesting as it tries to encourage people to share 
what they feel stigmatize them, and hope that the openness of it helps dialogue to reduce the feeling 
of having to hide the fact that you may be related to a felon. the third one wants to reduce the 
misconceptions that currently influence the image that felons may have, and then use research to 
back it up with trying to make people realize that for example felons don´t have to automatically be 
dangerous when they are released and then base it on research to back such claims up. the last 
method she suggests involves trying to use the law to limit the amounts of stigma that a person may 
experience, this could be done through using the Tort laws in regards to invasion of privacy, to try and 
let felons let old crimes be old crimes meaning that it could be punishable for people to publicly share 
information about your private life that has not been relevant for a period of time, meaning that you 
at one point should be able to leave your crimes behind you. Though this is something that may not 
be easy to do at all, due to public interest in the matters as people these days want to know about the 
“true crime” genre, though breaking the discourse of what criminals are like could couple with 
increased political awareness help ease some of these issues. (Austin. 2004:186-191) 
Work and Education 
“....And even government by the consent of the governed,  as in our own Constitution, must be limited in its power to act 
against its people; so that there may be no interference  with the right to worship, or with the security of the home; no 
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arbitrary imposition of pains or penalties by officials high or low; no restrictions on the freedom of men to seek education 
or work or opportunity of any kind, so that each man may become all he is capable of becoming.”  
- Robert F. Kennedy “Day of Affirmation Speech” 
 
Work and Education have been used as measures of success in society for a long time before the 
conception of the American Dream. However, it is directly rooted in American ideology as we can see 
in many different ways. Robert Merton, the author behind Strain Theory we mentioned earlier, used 
these markers for what he argued was the societal norm in the United States and deviance from that 
societal norm meant society was not its proper job in caring for all of its citizens desires (Merton 
1957). 
 
Because of this, work and education are rooted the most in GST. It exhibits all three levels of strain 
already and it is something that we will not contest in terms of strain allocation at all. Luckily, there 
are some precedents within Jim Crow legislation and modern felony legislation that we can still draw 
parallels to and prove that there is still a measure of strain exhibited by felons due to their status. 
 
Modern felons have difficulty acquiring work because of legislation and stigma for their criminal past. 
Such examples of this can be seen in every single state in the U.S. where there are laws and 
restrictions around many different career paths (Alexander 2010). In Illinois for example, there is a list 
of over 180 jobs and careers that felons cannot have including; barber, bus driver, roofer, public jobs, 
child care, health care, and so forth. Any job requiring a state license such as a teacher, specialized 
craftsman, fire inspector,  (etc..) are also not allowed and even becoming licensed in the field is not 
possible (Alexander 2010). 
 
The other side of that is related to stigma. For jobs where felons can work, their employer reserves 
the right to not hire them based on information given to them on an application. While they cannot 
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deny someone a job on the basis of race or religion, companies and private interests are allowed to 
deny a person a job based on criminal history. This is one of the more interesting components of our 
research, because here is where being a felon has a larger impact from the stigma viewpoint rather 
than the legal one. Most of the jobs that felons seek in the time period immediately from release are 
in food service, labor, service industries, or construction (Unel 2010). This greatly limits their 
prospects, but it is the felon association that hurts them the most. Due to unskilled work paying 
significantly less and being widely available to many people, the deciding factor in competing 
applicants can be very minor for a job. Lying on an application about a felony is a crime in itself, and 
so not disclosing the information to a potential employer is dangerous. In 2008, The Center for 
Economic and Policy Research detailed a report about the unemployment of felons. They concluded 
that in their study there are almost 14 million unemployed ex felons in the United States. This statistic 
is so alarming that immediate follow up research illuminated further on the study by saying that the 
total population of felons present in working-aged men was 1 out of every 8 Americans accounting for 
an estimated $50 billion in lost revenue output for businesses. Of the felons they polled, 38% did not 
have a high school education (national average is 9%) and only 11% of total incarcerated felons had 
taken college courses with less graduating. Later, when interviewing random small business owners 
on the West Coast, 40% said they would not hire a person with a criminal record. 
 
Education as a means for human capital and the advancement of career follow the same path as job 
opportunities. Higher educational opportunities are already limited for felons due to the education 
requirements from high school. Without the proper prerequisites access to quality university level 
education is limited. Access to trade schools and colleges is more accessible, but the funding for these 
schools is much less than the four year universities. As a felon ,one is eligible for government grants as 
long as the felony is not drug or violence related for these lesser schooling options. A drug offense, 
according to the website that processes applications (FAFSA) says that funding is limited and that an 
application for student aid can be denied on the basis of drug offenses. For a drug offender to have a 
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chance at Federal Aid, they must participate in a self-paid rehab program and pass two randomly 
administered drug tests (Source external; FAFSA on the web) 
 
    Here we see a form of segregation that while it has a different intention altogether it produces the 
same result as Jim Crow. We found no obvious evidence to suggest that being a felon in itself 
prevented access to higher education, however the circumstances surrounding educational 
requirements, funding, and career eligibility act as detractors for ex-offenders and people from low-
income families. 
 
    Jim Crow laws of course also have a history with labor and education restrictions. We can draw 
upon a few parallels as well, but the truth that the amount of parallels between Jim Crow legislation 
and modern felons is essentially identical and so the range is quite large and mentioning too many 
specifics is simply unnecessary. But, to provide the appropriate context, we will make mention of a 
few that stick out to us. Plessy v. Ferguson  was the landmark case that allowed for States to 
segregate schools and education on the basis of race. The decision took place at the height of Jim 
Crow in 1896 and would be the norm until the decision was overturned by another Supreme Court 
case, Brown v. Board of Education in 1954. Here is the time frame showing itself yet again, 
distinguishing itself largely in the same way as the other Jim Crow laws presented here (Harrison 
1991). 
 
    Education restrictions for higher education were limited in this time to black colleges and separate 
universities in the least funded parts of the United States. These schools, known as HCBU (Historically 
black colleges and universities) were far less funded than other public institutions during the 
Reconstructed as sources of funds were low. Other funds had to be allocated from State legislatures, 
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and many HCBU received no extra funding for higher education of African Americans in the both the 
North and South (Ralston 1973). 
 
    Workplace segregation is also a part of Jim Crow legislation. Aside from the stigma promoted from 
racially based legislation segregation was enforced in public work spaces of all sorts with many 
individual businesses going as far as segregating mealtimes or actual working location. Jim Crow 
legislation also allowed for Unions to deny membership on the basis of race, and indeed segregated 
many Unions based on color and race as well (Gould 1977). 
 
.    Work can be seen as a goal and a means for achieving goals. Work is so  ingrained in American 
society and the thirst for wealth and success is a major source of stress and strain for most Americans 
even today. For felons, the total loss of all meaningful career opportunities is potentially devastating, 
and that is reinforced by the roadblocks they may suffer because of economic situations and 
educational discrepancies. Felons go beyond that by being limited on educational opportunities while 
in prison and the lack of a support system to fully reintegrate felons. 
 
    There are numerous organizations and groups that exist to help felons, and in the course of this 
research a vast majority dealt with work and education for felons above everything else. When we 
constructed our now defunct questionnaire (described in our project design) these are the groups 
that we reached out to the most as they had the best understanding and network for helping felons 
who had a great deal of problems in this area. Life cannot function normally without proper work, and 
the fulfillment of both education and work is likely the largest and most personally significant 
measure of strain among all felons regardless of race. We cannot stress enough how much this 
impacts the daily lives of felons. From the history of what we know about African Americans under 
Jim Crow, there are many similarities and some differences, but the outcome remains quite largely 
the same in both examples. Just as now we see large scale limitation of educational opportunities for 
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felons (even if it is not largely associated with the felon status directly) there are equal and obvious 
parallels to the education opportunities from the Jim Crow period. 
 
Data Analysis: 
When we analyze the data we have presented it is important to remember that we’re  trying to prove 
that an amount of strain is present. We  will not move further into defining to which extent strain is 
present but merely that it is or isn’t. 
Taking a point of departure in labeling theory it is clear that labeling is no young act, neither by 
societal forces nor smaller local communities, and it is clear that it serves to stimulate an inherent 
need in different levels of societies. Using labeling theory to analyze the different datasets present 
above we will seek to prove there is an inherent relationship between the labeled and the labeler that 
can cause different forms of strain. 
Military Service 
It is a secret to none that there is a strong sense of authority within military circles which is always 
defined by ranks, medals and branches within militaristic forces. The initial labeling of Africans - not 
just African Americans - as a lesser type of humans clearly applied itself to the African self-awareness 
as shown by African slaves acting their role in order to escape punishment or otherwise as mentioned 
earlier. Such actions will have only reinforced the idea and may, theoretically, even have caused some 
African slaves to instinctively act silly and stupid. This may in the end have caused the label to grow 
stronger for both labeler and labeled and furthered racial stereotypes even amongst people who 
were not slave owners or inherently racist. 
Only being furthered by what’s mentioned above the low amount of African American soldiers 
allowed in the Civil War as well as the First and Second World Wars would mean there were little 
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opportunities for these men to make progress towards removing the negative label of being a lesser 
soldier, more so a lesser human being. 
It is important to remember that African American soldiers would likely have acted accordingly 
ignorant since they weren’t allowed to undertake more serious tasks and thus would likely not receive 
the full scope of information available from military actions. Without being fully unreasonable it can 
be theorized that African American soldiers were used more as cannon-fodder rather than actually 
trained soldiers after the changes in military segregation and indeed in the Vietnam war, African 
American soldiers made up 27% of the total casualties from combat even though they made up 
around 12% of the total military force (Westheider 1997). 
Disenfranchisement: 
To be freed of slavery only to have new proof that you are still rated as a second class citizen must be 
a truly dreadful realization. It was the reality for a large amount of the African American population of 
the United States after the American Civil War though as there were simply new measures of 
removing them from actively engaging in society. 
Disenfranchisement, a word which in itself seems to scream label. The idea and stigma that the 
African American was lesser to the white American seems to have gone to fuel this part of the Jim 
Crow laws as well adding only further negative relations between the African American and the white 
American. This stereotype may have been a causal effect towards gatherings of colored 
neighbourhoods as well as white neighbourhoods, or they may have furthered the idea. 
According to the 1911 Britannica Encyclopedia: 
“Evolutionari plane: low: measurements of their skulls and bones show that they (Negros) are closer 
to apes than white people - though white people do have more apelike hair. 
Intelligence: the mental inferiority of the negro to the white or yellow race is a fact.” 
This entry clearly shows a racial bias against the coloured population of the world, not simply the 
United States. The belief that the African American populace was clearly inferior is undoubtedly a 
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remarkable factor towards the process of deviation as according to labeling theory as well as stigma 
theory. Clearly there is a lacking towards clearly explaining racial bias and stigma from labeling theory 
there is however as it does specify that deviance may not necessarily come from actions but rather 
appearance as well, as also stated in stigma theory. The deviance may, in this case, simply be from 
being a person of colour which would clearly - according to the source above - be of significant social 
value. The contemporary exclusion from society that disenfranchisement might have been argued 
with the source above that the contemporary belief was that they were lesser and thus unfit to make 
great political decisions - if they were unfit to serve as soldiers who should merely parry orders how 
would they be able to make large scale decisions on who would benefit a country more as its leader? 
Grandfather Laws: 
While this particular section works very well into the previous one on general disenfranchisement it 
would seem that this was merely an extra measure to ensure there wouldn’t be a coloured voting 
participant. As it was originally, among others literacy and ability to accumulate wealth which would 
define your abilities to vote it would seem that this law was put in as a measure to fight a rising 
tendency for literacy amongst the coloured population of the United States. That a label such as slave 
- while they were liberated - can follow a person so long after it should’ve been abolished could have 
truly catastrophic results on said person’s reactions to the label. According to the theory a label 
attached to one self will have negative effects on one’s associations with that label and in the end 
with the people who planted the label there. For a label to have limited on so far away in time as 
one’s grandfather and then for that label to harm you could theoretically lead to a great fallout. 
Work and Education: 
It seems like it would be a rather obvious thing for most people that having a job or an education to 
spend one’s time with is a given. However as it was in the days of the original Jim Crow where African 
Americans were kept from certain jobs - as also shown in the section of this chapter dealing with 
African American soldiers - In that same way, felons today are kept from a wide array of options in 
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regards to the job market as well as the educational system. There are only a limited amount of 
educations which felons are allowed to apply to, the so-called ‘For Profit Schools’ which are a set of 
schools notorious for being both terrible in regards to education and price, often ending up seeing its 
attendees in grave debts. As we’ve already covered being without financial means also means that 
you are unable to fulfill desires or goals which in turn adds strain. This is another one of those laws 
that is so like its original equivalent. 
Conclusion 
We came into this project with fairly open minds but it seemed clear to us from the beginning that we 
would not find ourselves to be in the wrong with our initial hypothesis. As our knowledge of the 
subject continued to grow and we gained more direction with our ideas and thoughts it rapidly 
dawned upon us that there was precedence for a much larger research paper than we had initially 
come to think there would be and as such our initial aspiration seemed as if it might have been too 
much for a third semester paper. 
From our theory chapter we argue and conclude that while there is a heavy amount of theoretical 
groundwork made for a research paper similar to ours it was difficult to find anything with data to 
suggest other researchers - other than Michelle Alexander - had worked directly with what we tried to 
prove, a racial bias in the justice system of the United States. While we originally didn’t have much to 
work with other than the works of Alexander the discovery of General Strain Theory boosted our 
paper ahead by miles, and the cooperation between GST and the theories of labeling and stigma only 
further added to our hopes for this paper. While we have come forth with the data necessary to 
prove the point we had hoped for at this point, it was the collective belief of the group that there is 
room for improvements as well as further research - hopefully along the lines of the initial ideas of 
personal interviews as well as the questionnaire we had to put on hold for the time being. 
While the data we ended up gathering was far from what we had originally hoped to do the group has 
come to terms with the fact that the initial task we set out to complete was above something that 
would be expected of the average third semester student - however, we were widely commended for 
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our ambitiousness in terms of what was expected of us. In retrospect it has been almost naught other 
than our own misguided idea of how fast time moves and an unlucky holiday timing in the U.S, that 
caused lacking in this paper and that is something that the entire group regrets having to admit.  
As it would be that we couldn’t get personal data from the felons whose strain we’d initially - and 
equally much still - attempt to highlight we were forced to seek out new evidence. As such it can be 
concluded that our initial goal was not met optimally however our intermediate decision to simply 
attempt to prove that there was an unexplored side of General Strain Theory proved to be successful. 
From the various accounts of what the Jim Crow laws enforced upon a large amount of the African 
American population of the United States in the past it is with no small amount of worry that this 
paper will conclude - via General Strain Theory - that there is immediate strain present from the 
restrictive measures of the “New Jim Crow” laws imposed on felons. Furthermore we will conclude 
that -  while having worked from labeling theory - according to the theoretical perspectives of both 
Lemert and Tannenbaum there is precedence towards assuming that this strain may in the end cause 
further deviance as the process of deviance takes the already deviating individual closer to 
establishing the deviance as part of their understanding of their own self. 
The inability to establish and obtain positively valued goals as set forth by General Strain Theory as an 
immediate source of strain will only further apply to the situation spoken of within labeling theory 
where a deviating individual will feel that they are forced into a role that they may not identify with 
initially but as they further down the path of deviation they will be forced into making decisions they 
would not normally see themselves doing and as such change their belief of their own  self.  
As a finalizing note this, paper will conclude that it shouldn’t be in a state’s interest to keep deviating 
factors in society as it will only further the deviance in the ongoing process that risks continuing to 
cause a disparity within social  spheres.  This will only further the process of what Michelle Alexander 
refers to as the creation of a new societal caste. 
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Bolté, Charles G, and Louis Harris. Our Negro Veterans. [New York]: [Public affairs Committee], 1947. 
Print. 
Boulton, Mark. Failing Our Veterans. New York: New York University Press, 2014. Print. 
Carson, E. (2015). Prisoners in 2014. [online] 
Census.gov, (2015). Population estimates, July 1, 2014, (V2014). [online] Available at: 
http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045214/00 [Accessed 18 Dec. 2015]. 
Chafe, William H.”Remembering Jim Crow”. New York: New Press, 2001. Print. 
 The New Jim Crow 
72/74 
 
Chung, J. (2015). Felony Disenfranchisement: A Primer. 1st ed. [pdf] Available at: 
http://sentencingproject.org/doc/publications/fd_Felony%20Disenfranchisement%20Primer.pdf 
[Accessed 18 Dec. 2015]. 
Cullen, F., Wilcox, P. (2010). Encyclopedia of criminological theory, Primary and Secondary Deviance. 
Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications. 
Douglass, Frederick. Men Of Color. To Arms! To Arms!. [New York]: Gilder Lehrman Institute of 
American History, 2000. Print. 
Du Bois, W. E. B. “Black Reconstruction” New York: Russel & Russel, 1935. Print. 
Durkheim, E. (1951 [1897]) Suicide: A Study in Sociology. Trans. J.A. Spaulding and G. Simpson. New 
York: The Free Press. 
Ewald, A. (2002). 'Civil Death’: The Ideological Paradox of Criminal Disenfranchisement Law in the 
United States. Wisconsin Law Review, [online] pp.1045-1132. Available at: 
http://ssrn.com/abstract=2028335 [Accessed 18 Dec. 2015]. 
Fec.gov, (2015). 2000 Presidential General Election Results. [online] Available at: 
http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/2000presgeresults.htm [Accessed 17 Dec. 2015]. 
García, Ignacio M. White But Not Equal. Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2009. Print. 
Glasser, I. (1999). American Drug Laws: The New Jim Crow. Albany Law Review, 63, pp.703-724. 
Goffman, E. (1963). Stigma. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 
Gould, William B. Black Workers In White Unions. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977. Print. 
Harrison, Maureen, and Steve Gilbert. Landmark Decisions Of The United States Supreme Court. 
Beverly Hills, Calif.: Excellent Books, 1991. Print. 
Haskins, James. The Scottsboro Boys. New York: H. Holt and Co., 1994. Print. 
 The New Jim Crow 
73/74 
 
Hirschfield, P. J. (2008), The Declining Significance of Delinquent Labels in Disadvantaged Urban 
Communities. Sociological Forum, 23: 575–601. doi: 10.1111/j.1573-7861.2008.00077.x 
Ispahani, L. (2009). Voting Rights and Human Rights: A Comparative Analysis of Criminal 
Disenfranchisement Laws. In: A. Ewald and B. Rottinghaus, ed., Criminal Disenfranchisement in an 
International Perspective, 1st ed. [online] Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Available at: 
http://ebooks.cambridge.org/ebook.jsf?bid=CBO9780511576713 [Accessed 17 Dec. 2015]. 
Kilgore, J. (2014). Mass Incarceration: Examining and Moving Beyond the New Jim Crow. Critical 
Sociology, 41(2), pp.283-295. 
MacGregor, Morris J. Integration Of The Armed Forces, 1940-1965. Washington, D.C.: Center of 
Military History, U.S. Army, 1981. Print. 
Merton, Robert King. Social Theory And Social Structure. Web. Agnew, Robert. "Foundation for a 
General Strain Theory of Crime and Deliquency". Criminology 30.1 (1992): 47-88. 
Moon, B., D. Blurton, and J. D. McCluskey. "General Strain Theory And Delinquency: Focusing On The 
Influences Of Key Strain Characteristics On Delinquency". Crime & Delinquency 54.4 (2007): 582-613. 
Online. 
Pettus, Katherine Irene. Felony Disenfranchisement In America. New York: LFB Scholarly Pub. LLC, 
2005. Print.  
Sayer, A. 2000, Realism and Social Science. Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications 
Stroud, Bettye, and Virginia Schomp. “The Reconstruction Era” New York: Marshall Cavendish 
Benchmark, 2007. Print. 
Tannenbaum, F. (1938). Crime and the community. Boston: Ginn and Company. 
Taylor, Jon E. Freedom To Serve. New York, NY: Routledge, 2012. Print. 
 The New Jim Crow 
74/74 
 
The Encyclopedia Britannica, Eleventh Edition, 1910-1911. [online] Available at 
http://www.nathanielturner.com/britannicanegro1910.htm [Accessed 19 Dec. 2015] 
U.S. Department of justice., p.page 15. Available at: http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/p14.pdf 
[Accessed 18 Dec. 2015]. 
Uggen, C. (2006). Citizenship, Democracy, and the Civic Reintegration of Criminal Offenders. The 
ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 605(1), pp.281-310. 
Uggen, C., Shannon, S. and Manza, J. (2012). State-Level Estimates of Felon Disenfranchisement in the 
United States, 2010. 1st ed. [ebook] The Sentencing Project. Available at: 
http://sentencingproject.org/doc/publications/fd_State_Level_Estimates_of_Felon_Disen_2010.pdf 
[Accessed 18 Dec. 2015]. 
Uggen, C. and Manza, J. (2002). Democratic Contraction? Political Consequences of Felon 
Disenfranchisement in the United States. American Sociological Review, 67(6), p.777. 
Uggen, C. and Manza, J. (2004). Voting and subsequent Crime and Arrest: Evidence from a Community 
Sample. Columbia Human Rights Law Review, 36(1), pp.193-215. 
Web. General Strain Theory and Delinquency Focusing on the Influences of Key Strain Characteristics 
on Delinquency 
Wilson, Theodore Brantner. The Black Codes Of The South. University: University of Alabama Press, 
1965. Print. 
 
